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Investigation Summary Report Update 3 


Date: 

Report writer: 
Subjects 


12 December 2017 
Tom Logan 




Inspecting Organisation name 

PETER WASTNEY ENGINEERING LTD 

Trading name 

PETER WASTNEY ENGINEERING LTD \ 

lO authority number: 

PW 

lO Address 

VI name: 

222 WAKAPUAKA ROAD, R D 1, NELSOf^,^^^^ 

PETER LAWRENCE WASTNEY 

Vehicle Inspector code 

VI authority number: 

PW 

PW 

Date of Birth 


Address 

222 WAKAPUAKA ROA^^^ 1, NELSON 

Driver Licence Number 


Classes 



Introduction 

This investigation is into the activities of 
initiated following a crash on 27 August 2^7, whe 

raveffmg a 


■ icie specialist certifier Peter Wastney and was 


^here the catastrophic failure of a drawbeam on a truck 
jWN197 resulted in the detached trailer traveTTfng a significant distance before coming to rest against a 


bank. 


iro 


This update follows the update r^^l^mprovided to adjucator Stew Guy on 25 October 2017. The 
investigating team believe that^ere is now sufficient evidence available to enable a final decision as to 
the fitness of Mr Wastney to a heavy vehicle specialist certifier to be made, and while there is 

additional historic inforrr1^||a<LOT file, that Is unlikely to significantly affea the decision outcome and 
further resources ought invested into this investigation unless the final decision is challenged. 

It Is also unlikely that^^^ter investigation will materially affect the outcome decision. 


ted^al 


Mr Wastney ad^itted^at the design of the JWN197 drawbeam that failed on 27 August 2017 was 
substandard aifii^hould not have been certified, and that this certification was a one-off mistake. 

^ sport Agency became aware of a second near identical design drawbeam that had 


However th 
been pre 
designjBiLti 



certified by Mr Wastney, and Mr Wastney has confirmed that he has certified this 
fee vehicles, but that there are no vehicles with this design currently in operation. 
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Points of interest since 25 October 2017 

On 2 November 2017 a summary of the Sandbox review of the 14 files uplifted on 18 October 201 
was sent to Mr Wastney with an invitation to reply. He replied on 23 November 2017 with some 
explanations which have been forwarded to Sandbox and Transport Agency heavy vehicle specialist 
certifier reviewer John Long for comment, as there are claims that need to be substantiated o^<^^ted. 


K 

ict ^ 


O 


The Transport Agency has also been following up on the six certifications that were revffittHlue to 
issues with the certification file records, to understand if the revocation was supported in^e physical 
components as well. Two drawbeams have been recertified with limited life, one ha/9^;i removed 
and replaced with a new one, and the remainder are as yet still uncertified. 



During the recertification activities, a previously failed drawbeam that had bejffl^^irified by Peter 
Wastney was identified, and the certification file uplifted. The review of thefe/mWorks file for this 
previously failed drawbeam established that the design was identical in a^^ects, apart from the 
mounting detail adapted to a different truck configuration, to the on^r^failed on JWN197, and at a 
similar time in service. Appendix section 7 contains the details of 

Peter Wastney confirmed by email on 11 December 2017 that design drawbeam that failed on 

jWN197 had been certified for use on two other vehicles, b&^mHe have both been replaced. To be 
clear there was a new drawbeam of the jWN 197 design c%rtifiea to It was then removed and 

fitted and has been subsequently replaced vehicle also. 


Ap p^n^ices: 




Section 1 

Investigation summary eviailsl 

Section 2 

Investigation timeline 

Section 3 

JWN 197 incident ^71 

Section 4 

JWN 197 rep lace R^fi/INif^wbeam 

Section 5 

14 additional cSlifiCTrtion files reviewed 

Section 6 

Recertificatlorfof revoked drawbeam certifications 

Section 7 

Previous same drawbeam design from JWN197 incident 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Tom Logan 

Friday, 8 December 2017 6;27 p.m. 

Michael Beedell 

Fwd: Peter Wastney Files uplifted 22 November 2017 
PW investigation timeline.xisx 




Hi Michael, 

Please read the email trail below. We have spent a lot of time and money on this investi^tion and believe 
that we have sufficient evidence to enable a determination to be made. There is moiOistorical information 
about Peter Wastney but I don't think it is likely to influence the outcome. 


( 


Can you please discuss this with me next week (Monday?) 

Thanks 

Tom. 




-Original message- 

From: Brian Sara <Brian.Sara@nzta.govt.nz> 

Date: 8/12/17 17:38 (GMT+12:00) 

To: Tom Logan <Tom.Logan@nzta.govt.nz>, Craig BashSN^raig.Basher@nzta.govt.nz>, Dave 
Whiteridge <Dave.Whiteridge@nzta.govt.nz> 

Subject: FW: Peter Wastney Files uplifted 22 Novemb^^i^iv 

Hello Tom " 


Thanks for this update. 


O' 

I am concerned that the Immediate Suspensicm^hich has been applied to Peter Wastney in September was only for 
a period of 3 months and is about to expire, v i 

nTv 

^ *his summary highlights to me that this^li^fer is a significant risk to road safety. The investigation has 


demonstrated that: 


<s 


1. The drawbeam that catattt^^cally failed did not comply with NZS:5446 and should not have been 
certified. 

2. A total of 16 further filft^Ur certifications carried out by Mr Wastney have been independently reviewed 
and in ALL CASES th^^if insufficient evidence in the files to justify a competent certification outcome. 

3. In the case of 6 filb^^lfere was evidence in the files that the components were predicted to fail. This 
presented a s^jgty risk that resulted in the revocation of those certifications and caused significant 
disruption to vehicle operators. 

4. In two steel thickness recorded in the files that were predicted to fail, was recorded to be 10mm 

but wasfavuW'To be 6mm in one case and 8mm in another. Clearly the drawbeams were not fabricated in 

ith the drawings and this raises a question about the final inspection prior to certification, 
atastrophic nature of the failure of the drawbeam on JWN197, Mr Wastney was formally asked if 
ertified any other drawbeams to the same or a similar design, in order to identify any potential for 
e failure to occur involving another vehicle. He stated very clearly that JWN197 was a one-off 
When it became clear that the design file used to certify JWN197 in 2016 had been compiled in 
^14, this question was asked again and again Mr Wastney confirmed that JWN197 was a one-off design. 




1 





6. When later investigations discovered that there had previously been another incidence where a 

drawbeam certified by Mr Wastney had failed, the files for that drawbeam were uplifted and investigated 
also. That investigation determined that the drawings for HH^nd JWN179 were the same. This is 
direct conflict with Mr Wastney's advice that JWN197 was a one-off design. 


This investigation has clearly demonstrated that Mr Wastney has been issuing certifications for heavy m 
components, not only without appropriate evidence that they complied but also in circumstances whei 
evidence predicted failure. In the case of JWN197, that failure occurred at less than 2% of the design If 
compliant component. This raises serious questions in relation to the competency of the certifier. 


(^^^^Wcle 


K 


( 


The recent revelation that there is a second vehicle that had a drawbeam fitted to it using the sam^g^sign as 
JWN197, that it also had failed in service and been replaced with another drawbeam, also certffiSQ^y Mr Wastney, 
despite him having advised the Transport Agency on 2 occasions (in writing) that JWN197 was a\ne-off design, 
raises serious questions about the ethics and integrity of the certifier. 

As Manager Vehicles I feel obliged to highlight my concern about the activities of this c£2^ r and believe the 
Transport Agency is now in a position where we have sufficient evidence to make aV^^ion in relation to what 
action would be appropriate at the expiry of the current suspension notice, alignirtfiwjn our focus areas of "Keeping 
people safe" and "Improving the customer experience". 

om - can you please forward my concerns to your Manager for consideratj^^V 

I 


Craig - as my manager, you need to be aware of my concerns in regaf 


f is matter. 


Dave - as certification inspections fall under the TAD area of res(A^j|?Mmity as well as CDD, you also need to be 
aware of my concerns in regards to this matter. ... 


yi^N^y 


Regards, 

Brian Sara 

Manager Vehicles - Operational Standards & Guideli 
NZ Transport Agency 

DDI 64 4 901 6712 M 


From: Tom Logan 

Sent: Friday, 8 December 2017 1:58 p.m 
To: Brian Sara 
Subject: RE: PW Files uplifted 22 Novel 


O' 


O' 



< 2 > 


2017 


Hi Brian, 

A status summary of the Peter 




Following a vehicle crash on 
the failure of the drawbeam/ 
(Sandbox) inspected the dc 


investigation as requested. 

ist 2017 where trailer 94441 disconnected form towing vehicle JWN197 due to 
h^ransport Agency with contracted support from Sandbox Consulting Limited 
d drawbeam and identified that it had failed catastrophically. 



quested and was provided the certification files for JWN197 from the heavy vehicle 
stney. There was very little detail in the paperwork provided, however there were 
Transport Agency can't access as special software is required, specifically 
son the certification files were forwarded to Sandbox with a request for a report on the 


The Transport Agenc 
specialist certifier Pet< 
electronic records 
SolidWorks. Forth 
certification dec^^" 

Sandbox det^mljted that the certification file contained information that actually predicted early failure due to 
stress loadin*, Wd the certified drawbeam failed at less than 2% of the usual design life. It was also noted that 
the eleotro^O rawing file was created in May 2014, but the certification was not completed until June 2016. 




Peter w^Jiey, when presented with this evidence, confirmed that the drawbeam was not adequate, and that it 
h^ n^pCT *mistakenly certified. The design was developed in 2014 but did not work, and was not used. In error 
h^^rnSPd this design in 2016 on JWN197, and has repeatedly confirmed that this was a one-off error and there 
aren® similar drawbeams in service. 


2 


Peter Wastney was served an immediate suspension letter on 18 September 2017 based on the significant risk his 
certifications appear to have to land transport safety. 

The Transport Agency requested a further 14 certification files from Peter Wastney for review. These wer&^ \/ 
selected to both focus on drawbeams on similar trucks, as well as some random certifications of a differerv^^^ 
nature. This was so an understanding could be reached as to his certification capability for both towina'-^kT^^ 
connections and other categories. There was also concern that there were other similar drawbeams ln\ei«\e 
even though Peter Wastney had confirmed there were not. Again Sandbox was contracted to compl^p^^ports on 
these files as the Transport Agency does not have the specialist software required to access the informahon. 


None of the 14 files provided contained sufficient information to base a certification decision on,^f^Kiwe of the 
certification files relating to drawbeams contained information that indicated stress levels were l^gh^r than the 
standard (NZS 5446) allowed, predicting early failure. These five certifications were revoke^^BfcJSonsequence, 
and the Transport Agency worked with the vehicle owners to ensure safety. ~ 

Of the five revoked certifications, one has had a new drawbeam fitted and certified, two KSV^had the drawbeams 
re-certified with/without modifications and two are still in progress. 


It was identified that Peter Wastney had certified a replacement drawbeam for th 
incident, JWN197, so that certification file was also requested and supplied. Basqi 
was also revoked. 



involved in the crash 
review of the file, this 


Peter Wastney has replied to the Sandbox report on the 14 files, and I have Sandbox to answer a question 

X ^round the SolidWorks files having "tabs" containing additional explanatiory1^^m^^nation, 1 have also forwarded this 
* .0 John Long as there are some claims around the reviews undertaken. 


More recently a second failed drawbeam has been identified (it actuajfXiled prior to the crash that initiated this 
investigation) and it has been confirmed that both of the failed certifi^^irawbeams are identical except for the 
mounting detail (adjusted to the specific vehicle). This is even ^Twta^^ter Wastney has confirmed on at least 
three separate occasions that the drawbeam on JWN197 is a on^i^^ 

ing e 

ifk ^\^l 


I have attached a timeline, and am finalising the supporting 
status update to Stew Guy. 


Please let me know if you need further detail, I am bafk 
supporting information with you. 


Regards, 

Tom. 


O' 


mentation into a straight forward sequence for a 


1 lington on Monday and can go through the 


From: Brian Sara 

Sent: Thursday, 7 December 2017 7:06 
V .‘o: Tom Logan 
Cc: John Long 

Subject: Fwd: PW Files uplifted 22/1^'9mber 2017 




Hello Tom 




Can you please put togethe^jj^mmary report of this investigation for me, including this latest information from 
Sandbox Consulting. 

Regards 
Brian Sara 
NZTA Manager' 

DDI: 04 9011 

MbI: 




Begin 


message: 

rbm: <david@thesandbox.co.nz > 

Date: 6 December 2017 at 11:20:37 PM NZDT 
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To: 'Brian Sara' < Brian.Sara(S)nzta.go vt.nz>. 'John Long' < John.Long@nzta.eovt.nz > 

Subject: RE: PW Files uplifted 22 November 2017 

Hi Brain, 

Please see the attached draft letter with initial findings relating to the Drawbeam design 17452. 
Regards 
David 




S' 


From: Brian Sara [mailto:Brian.Sara@nzta.eovt.nzl 
Sent: Tuesday, 5 December 2017 4:59 PM 

To: david@thesandbox.co.nz. John Long < John.Long(i5Dnzta.govt.nz > 
Cc: Tom Logan < Tom.Logan(!S)nzta.govt.nz > 

Subject: RE: PW Files uplifted 22 November 2017 


Thanks David 

I was just looking at the records for 
to my desk and found your email. 


,. Funny that I came back 


^ving. 


with John and we noticednnH. 

This investigation seems to be one of those tasks that Just keepi^^' 
Regards, 

Brian Sara ^ 

Manager Vehicles - Operational Standards & Guidelinssj^ 

NZ Transport Agency 

DDI 64 4 901 6712 . C) 

From: david@thesandbox.co.nz rmailto:dayiTOthgsa 
Sent: Tuesday, 5 December 2017 4:23 
To: Brian Sara 
Cc: Tom Logan 

Subject: RE: PW Files uplifted 22 No^il^er 2017 






andbox.co.nz1 


Hi Brian, Tom, 


is. 


0“ 

^ 2i 


Registration I 

The drawbeam fitted toP^piwas originally fitted to After the drawbeam was removed 

from the vehicle’wl^ertified on the 07/07/2016 with a fifth wheel towing connection. 

This change of use frooAuJgid to a tractor requires a brake certification, which is not in the Landata 
records. The brake co^mTlbnce of ^^^Has a tractor unit would be difficult to achieve given the 
age of the vehicle is unlikely to have ABS or EBS. 

Please refer to 62a 14^^ of May 2010 bullet point 4 - similarly, where a brake coded heavy vehicle has o 

change of us^^^t^roctor to rigid.,,. 

Kind reg 

DAVIe/m^LEY be, MEngSt, MEngNZ 
SEr^jpNSULTING ENGINEER 

Vehicle Specialist Certifier (ID DMM) 
ificotion Categories: HVEA, HVEC, HVEK, HVEL, HVET, HVSl, HVS2, HVPl 


ociwyn 


287 Park Road 
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Hokowhitu 

Palmerston North 4410 
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Peter Wastney - Timeline of investigation 


Date Activity 

27/08/2017 Vehicle crash - Trailer separates from truck, apparent drawbeam failure. Police 
attend. 

31/08/2017 NZTA (Neil McAlpine) and David Manley (Sandbox) inspect the crashed vehicles. 


Appendix evidence 
Section 3 - JWN197 

1 


cv 


8 ? 


Section 3-JWNl 


dent 


incident 


n 3\WN 


ireatMiKMay 


31/08/2017 Neil McAlpine serves Section 198 request for the certification files for the crashed Section 3 - J 
truck to Peter Wastney, the responsible certifier. This ought to include LT400 
554622 for the failed drawbeam. 

31/08/2017 Peter Wastney supplies part of the information requested for JWN197, being only Section 3'\WN197 incident 
LT400 554622 for the drawbeam. 

1/09/2017 Brian Sara emails Peter Wastney (certifier of failed drawbeam) requesting Sqg tap 3 - JWN197 incident 

certification file under a Section 198 letter. Also asks if there are any other simyarC j 
drawbeams in service. 

1/09/2017 Peter Wastney supplies the balance of the certification files requested for /Vft^*®^ctlon 3 - JWN197 incident 
JWN197. ^ ^ 

1/09/2017 Brian Sara forwards certification file details for JWN197 to Sandbox requej^H^^ Section 3 -JWN197 incident 
comments, in particular as the Transport Agency do not have the 
software to access certain records. 

4/09/2017 Sandbox identifies that the CAD model used on JWN197 was crj 
2014, the certification was completed on 16 June 2016. 

5/09/2017 Brian Sara emails Peter Wastney asking again if there are any^lfhij^design 
drawbeams in service. 

5/09/2017 Peter Wastney emails Brian Sara confirming that this is^one^ff design. 

5/09/2017 Brian Sara emails Peter Wastney again, this time referipfi^^he CAD file dates, 
and asks again if there are any similar drawbeamsjn 

6/09/2017 Peter Wastney confirms this is a one-off design, ai Sins that the CAD model 
created in 2014 was identified as being unfit.fin^ja^ot used. However the 
CAD file was not overwritten, and was usediH^r^in 2016 when It should not 
have. 

14/09/2017 Sandbox supplies a report identifying ^erarfcsues with the drawbeam design. 

Of note is that the bolts were not instah^^^^rrectly, resulting in them becoming 
loose, the fabrication was not as perjtie design analysed. The failure was due to 
metal fatigue (indicated by some irro^tlon in Peter Wastney's certification file) 
and the failure was at 2% of t|j^eJ(l&iigh life. 

18/09/2017 A Section 198 letter for a fur^li^H^ certification files, a mixture of drawbeam 
certifications (as there is concerrMhat there are other similar designs in service) 
and other certification typ^o establish a general picture, is served on Peter 
Wastney. He providedrfffl lequested files. At the end of this visit an immediate 
suspension letter is^iiVOTr 

19/09/2017 Brian Sara requests^SjgJfcox reviews the 14 additional files uplifted, and report 
back whether tl^i^sbpport the certification decisions. 

20/09/2017 Sandbox emaife^l^ Sara and Tom Logan indicating that there are several 

designs that^lr«^ncerning, relating to geometry, stress raisers, stress levels and 
weld poshy^s. 

22/09/2017 On 22 Sajjt^ber 2017 Tom Logan forwards by email the Sandboxy report on 
JWN^^certification LT400 554622, supplied to the Transport Agency on 14 
Sapt^mtJer 2017, to Peter Wastney requesting comments. 

26/09/2017 JJgf^tjwastney replies on 26 September 2017 by email to Tom Logan in response 
I p^ie report on the failed drawbeam on JWN 197 certification LT400 554622, 

/O freeing with the report's findings and confirming that the drawbeam design was 
'N.X^sub-standard and was used in error. 


Section 3 - JWN197 incident 

Section 3 - JWN197 incident 

Section 3 - JWN197 incident 
Section 3 - JWN197 incident 

Section 3 - JWN197 incident 


Section 3 - JWN197 incident 


Section 5-14 additional 
certification files reviewed 


Section 5 • 14 additional 
certification files reviewed 
Section 5 - 14 additional 
certification files reviewed 

Section 3 - JWN197 incident 


Section 3 - jWN197 incident 


Section 5-14 additional 
certification files reviewei 


13/10/2017 David Manley presents the Transport Agency with his report on the 14 additional 
files uplifted from Peter Wastney on 18 September 2017. None of the 14 files 
supplied contain sufficient detail to support a certification decision. Five of the 
files contain evidence that indicates premature failure may occur. 

Tom Logan emails Peter Wastney advising him that the Transport Agency plans to Section 5-14 additifcn^V 
revoke five of his drawbeam certifications. certification files myiewso 

Brian Sara revokes five drawbeam certifications due to safety concerns. 


19/10/2017 

20/10/2017 

20/10/2017 




20/10/2017 

20/10/2017 

24/10/2017 

2/11/2017 

23/11/2017 

27/11/2017 

1/12/2017 

3/11/2017 


The Transport Agency makes a Section 198 request for the certification file LT400 
607095 for the drawbeam that replaced the one which failed on 27/8 from Peter 
Wastney. 

Peter Wastney provides the certification file LT400 607095, 

Brian Sara requests David Manley review file 607095 uplifted, and report back 
whether it supports the certification decision. 

David Manley advises Brain Sara the file for the replacement drawbeam is poi 
and there is not sufficient evidence to support a certification decision. 

Tom Logan emails a letter to Peter Wastney summarising the findings from Da^i^ 
Manley on the 14 files reviewed, requesting any comments he would likfiC^ 
taken into account In the investigation. 

Peter Wastney replies to the letter of 2 November 2017 with explanaftkjns. 


Section 5-14 adcfiti^Kal 
certification reviewed 
Section 4 - 

re p I acem e nVdtAvbe a m 

Section^^^N197 
re^^Sbomnent drawbeam 
5e^^4-JWN197 
«pftcement drawbeam 
O^^N^ctlon 4 - JWN197 
/•■^^^^^^placement drawbeam 
Section 5-14 additional 
certification files reviewed 


ng for his 


Tom Logan forwards explanations from Peter Wastney to Oavii 
comments 

Tom Logan forwards explanations from Peter Wastney to' 
comments 

The Transport Agency has a failed drawbeam from vebidSI _, 

brought to its attention. It had been certified by Reta-p«teny on 5 January 




y for his 


Section 5-14 additional 
certification files reviewed 
Section 5-14 additional 
certification files reviewed 
Section 5-14 additional 
certification files reviewed 
LT400 538266, Section 8 - Previous failure of 
same drawbeam design 


??? 


2016 and reported to have failed on 8 Novembeiv^oi^ This certification was for 
a re-mount of a drawbeam previously certifi^^y^g^r Wastney on 29 May 2014 
for LT400 468776. 

The Transport Agency attempted to se ^ffpft i^jatled drawbeam, which had been Section 7 - Previous failure of 
stored in a workshop since the failure,^owe^r were told it had been disposed of same drawbeam design from 


in the few days between being reporteomjek^he request being made. 


JWN197 incident 


6/12/2017 David Manley provides a short reportjpn the drawbeam certification file for LT400 Section 7 - Previous failure of 
538266 comparing it to the file for 554622 (the drawbeam that failed on same drawbeam design from 
27 August 2017) - he identifl^bi^aHhe two designs were Identical in all respects jWN197 Incident 
except for the mounting detlfti^W that Peter Wastney had used the same CAD 
models for both certifications, 

Tom Logan emails Petecjwbitney asking for clarification that the failed drawbeam Section 7 - Previous failure of 
desgin used on jWl!jl9\/^ been utilised on previous vehicles dating back to 


11/12/2017 

11/12/2017 


2014. / ^ 

Peter Wastney emaj^^m Logan confirming that the failed drawbeam design 
used on JWN19^A^jaabeen used on two other vehicles (new onto one, then 
relocated toifi^^cond) but that it has not been used on any other vehicles. 


I to^^i^ec 


same drawbeam design from 
JWN197 incident 
Section 7 - Previous failure of 
same drawbeam design from 
jWN197 incident 


Appendix section 3 - JWN197 incident 






Tom Logan 


iq-l> 




From: Craig Basher 

Sent: Wednesday, 30 August 2017 8:18 a.m. 

To: Brian Sara 

Cc: Don Hutchinson; John Long; Jim McDonald 

Subject: RE: HVSPW: Aratuna Freighters JWN197 & 94441; BJL-Jim McD 28 Aug 

Thanks for the heads up (minus the attachments which is much appreciated). From our in'tol diKussions it is 
important that we secure sufficient evidence to investigate this issue as it a significant iss»^^hd I understand not an 
isolated one. 


Hi Brian 


Cheers 
Craig b 


. Prom: Brian Sara 

\ Jent: Tuesday, 29 August 2017 4:56 p.m. 


/ 


To: Craig Basher 

Cc: Don Hutchinson; John Long; Jim McDonald 
Subject: RE: HVSPW: Aratuna Freighters JWN197 & 94441; BJL-Jim Aug-17 

This time without the huge attachments. /T 


Hello Craig 


As discussed, I am working with TAD and the vehicle 
this vehicle inspected and the failed drawbeam assi 

There will be some cost to the Agency, which I h 
HVSC to review the drawbeam and provide a repo 




o is keen to cooperate with us) to arrange to have 
a HVSC. 

yet been able to quantify. I will seek an estimate from the 


Regards, 
Brian Sara 


Dl IGII I ^Cll Cl 

Manager Vehicles - NZ Transport Agenc^^^ 




DDI 64 4 901 6712 M| 


From: Brian Sara 

Sent: Tuesday, 29 August 201>i^J^9 a.m. 

To: Neil McAlpine; Brendon oli^h^ 

Cc: Don Hutchinson; Jim Mcbopald; John Long; Debbie Despard; Craig Basher 
Subject: FW: HVSPW- Arahw4 Freighters JWN197 & 94441; BJL-Jim McD 28 Aug-17 


Hello Neil and Bren 




We have been n^fled of a drawbeam failure in the Nelson area which has resulted in a HPMV truck & trailer 
disconnectinafftidtmately non injury). The drawbeam is relatively new (June 2016) and it has been suggested that 
its failure nuw ipmue i 


' to design issues. 


In orde 


e. 


le Transport Agency to fully understand what has happened it would be necessary to carry out a 
sigi^A^^nvestigation. Exactly how this would happen under the new structure is not clear at this stage but I 
iq^ a j n e^ would involve a team of teams approach involving TAD and CDD (Operational Standards & Guidelines) 
anoS^y or may not evolve into a formal complaints process. 


1 



When a similar incident occurred recently we were able to utilise the services of Neil to carry out an initial 
investigation and to secure the failed components for further analysis. 


Would it be possible for Neil to carry out an initial investigation of this incident also? 


cf 


If so I am happy to meet with Neil to discuss the scope of an initial investigation and to agree the next H^s.MT we 
are to investigate this incident it would be prudent to secure components and design files etc quickly befot^ any 
evidence is either lost or altered in any way. 


Regards, 

Brian Sara 

Manager Vehicles - NZ Transport Agency 
DDI 64 4 901 6712 M 

From: Jim McDonald 

Sent: Tuesday, 29 August 2017 10:49 a.m. 

To: Brian Sara 
Cc: John Long 

Subject: FW: HVSPW: Aratuna Freighters JWN197 & 94441; BJL-Jim McD 2f 


Hi Brian 


E ilm.mcdonaldg'nzta.qovt.nz 


Please consider the environme 





Further to our discussion this morning attached photos ^/W^TViails below - can you talk with 
Brendan and see if we can get Neil involved. 

Thanks 

Jim 

Jim McDonald Chief Advisor 
Project Implementation and HVSC QA 
Operational Standards and Guidelines 
Customer Design and Delivery 

DDI 06 9SB 6983 Mobile 


ore printing this email 




REGO EXPIRED? 

Rtnevv il online now ^ 

WWW nrld.govt.nz/online 



From: John Long 

Sent: Monday, 28 2017 9:00 p.m. 


To: Jim McDonaj^^ 
Subject: HVSBW^< 


'atuna Freighters JWN197 & 94441; BJL-Jim McD 28 Aug-17 


This fail^ drawbar occurred in the week end and the truck & parts are at I have spoken to 

^^^^^^|and left a message with the CVIU. i^Hhas also contacted the CVIU concerning this 
falfltit^ because he considers it a design fault. Hlconsiders that the rear mounted crane mounting is not stiff 


2 






enough and the drawbeam has been subject to a lot of wracking and failed at the welds. The drawbeam and crane 
mounting is only a little over twelve months old having been certified by Peter Wastney 16*'' June 2016! 


ut of scope 




I would like to go to Nelson on Thursday if travel can be arranged. It would be prudent to not let this get avw^^n 
we catch up tomorrow and discuss? I have not contacted Aratuna Freighters but will try tomorrow. or 

Thank you 


N 


John. 


B J Oohn) Long 
Engineer - Heavy Vehicles 
Access & Use Vehicles (Ndtional) 

Ml J 

E iohn.lona@nzta.aovt.nz w nzta.govcnz 
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Tom Logan 


From; 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


FYI 


Brian Sara 

Friday, 1 September 2017 10:22 a.m. 

Dave Schumacher 

FW: HVSPW: Aratuna Freighters JWN197 & 94441; BJL-Jim McD 28 Au^^7 ‘ 
2017-08-28 15.29.48jpg; 2017-08-28 15.50.19jpg; 2017-08-28 15.29.48j^ 
2017-08-28 15.30.33.jpg; 2017-08-28 17.07.52.jpg 

o 


w 
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Brian Sara 

Manager Vehicles - NZ Transport Agency 
DDI 64 4 901 6712 M ■■■■■i 

From: Jim McDonald 

Sent: Tuesday, 29 August 2017 10:49 a.m. 

^ To: Brian Sara 
' Cc: John Long 

Subject: FW: HVSPW: Aratuna Freighters JWN197 & 94441; BJL-Jim 
Hi Brian 


/ 

l^cEQ^ug-17 




Further to our discussion this morning attached phoH^ aird emails below - can you talk with 
Brendan and see if we can get Neil involved. 

•JO' 


Thanks 

Jim 


Jim McDonald Chief Advisor 
Project Implementation and HVSC QA 
Operational Standards and Guidelines 
Customer Design and Delivery 

DDI 06 953 6983 Mobile 




E iim.mcdonald(g>n 2 ta.qovtnz 


Please consider the enviroi 


REGO EXPIRED? 

Renew it online now 
www.nzta.govt.nz/online 


before printing this email 



Jf 

From: John Lorfe/^ 

Sent: Monda/^flwjgust 2017 9:00 p.m. 

To: Jim Mc^n^jja 

Subjec^: l^6fW: Aratuna Freighters JWN197 8i 94441; BJL-Jim McD 28 Aug-17 



1 






This failed drawbar occurred in the week end and the truck & parts are at I have spoken to 

^^^^^^|and left a message with the CVIU. contacted the CVIU concerning this 

failure because he considers it a design fault, ^^^considers that the rear mounted crane mounting is not sti|^N 
enough and the drawbeam has been subject to a lot of wracking and failed at the welds. The drawbeam andivan^^ 
mounting is only a little over twelve months old having been certified by Peter Wastney 16*’’ June 2016! 


Out of scope 


I would like to go to Nelson on Thursday if travel can be arranged. It would be prudent to not let this ge^Way. Can 
we catch up tomorrow and discuss? I have not contacted Aratuna Freighters but will try tomorrow^^^ 


Thank you 
John. 


B J OohriTt.&o.^ 

Engineer - Heavy VeWgles 
Access & Use Vehicles (NatiorTaH.^ 

^ iohn.lonqig>nzta.qovt.n 2 w nzta.govt.nz 


AGENCY 


00 £ 
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Tom Logan 


From; 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


david@thesandbox.co.nz 
Monday, 4 September 2017 3:56 p.m. 
Brian Sara 

Drawbeam Failure - Rego JWN197 



Hello Brian, 

I have completed an initial review of the drawbeam inspected on 31’* of August. 




The failure of the drawbeam after 80,000km of service indicates there is an issue with the>^^hcation, design or 
some other external contributor i.e. abuse, damage. The required service life of heavy tfOing connections is 
2,000,000 design cycles (NZS 5446). It is estimated the towing connection, if used cootiOTmisly, has only been 
exposed to 2 - 4% of its required design life. 

The use of the drawbeam as an effective crossmember under the crane mountjn^t^s been raised as a possible 
^ contributor to the failure. I will require more time before commenting, howwk^is is not an uncommon 
* jrrangement. 




I have performed a finite element analysis of the drawbeam to NZS SA^i^T^itudinal loading requirement. The 
analysis shows the design is deficient, it does not comply with the stt^n^brd. The stress in the drawbeam welds is 
significantly higher than any allowable stress and predicts the failiJhQfthe drawbeam well before its service life is 
met. This evidently has been proved in practice. 

In my professional opinion the design is seriously deficient a^^^Jl^wbeams of similar design pose an immediate risk 
to the public. 

Kind regards, 

DAVID MANLEY BE. MEngSt 
SENIOR CONSULTING ENGINEER 

Heavy Vehicle Specialist Certifier (ID D, 

Certification Categories: HVEA, 

287 Park Road 
Hokowhitu 

Palmerston North 4410 

P 06 355 1777 M 

www.thesandbox 



HVEL, HVET, HVS1, HVS2, HVP1 



SAN [teO! 

CONS 1 • N 




DISCLAJMER: e-mail message and any attached files contain Information intended for exclusive use of the individual or entity to 

whom it is addre^3^nd may contain Information that is proprietary, privileged, confidential and/or prohibited from disclosure under New Zealand 
law. If you arej3i^llg4ntended recipient, you are hereby notified that any viewing, copying, disclosure or distribution of this information may be 
subject to l^^^^iction or sanction. Please notify the sender, by electronic mail or telephone, of any unintended recipients and delete the onginal 
message 


ATTACH ^p j iLES DISCLAIMER; The Information is made available on the understanding that the Sandbox Consulting and its employees and 
agyff i|snalH iave no liability (including but not limited to liability by reason of negligence) to the users for any loss, damage, cost or expense 
I n^jn«1^Fa rising by reason of any person using or relying on the information and v^ether caused by any error, omission or misrepresentation In 
thenfe^ation or otherwise. 


laking any copies. Thank you. 


1 




While the information is considered to be true and correct at the date of publication, changes in circumstances after the time of publication may 
affect the accuracy of the information. The information may change without notice and Sandbox Consulting LTD is not in any way liable for the 
accuracy of any information printed and stored by a user. 






2 


Tom Logan 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Brian Sara 

Friday, 1 September 2017 12:52 p.m. 


RE: 2016 Iveco Stralis Reg JWN197 




Thanks 

Appreciate your response. 

Regards, 

Brian Sara 

Manager Vehicles - NZ Transport Agency 
DDI 64 4 901 6712 M| 

From: 


pratuna.co.nz] 
^ Sent: Friday, 1 September 2017 12:11 p.m. 

To: Brian Sara 

Subject: RE: 2016 Iveco Stralis Reg JWN197 
Hi Brian 


/ 






Cheers 


raeiOMTt«» iTO 


We do not have an issue for the drawbeam to go to WellingtoiH^r further testing 

. Or 

We do not have any other drawbeams of that design 

From: Brian Sara rmailto:Brigm^a@nzta.qovt.nz1 
Sen^^^^^^^l Augu^^jp 3:58 p.m. 

Subject: RE: 2016 Ive^tralis Reg JWN197 
Importance: High 

- 

fo 


Aratuna Freighters Ltd 
. PO Box 21 
V Greymouth 7840 
Ph (03) 768 4038 
F ax (03) 768 4102 


Hello 

I have just 


h^^ ^ro 


fom our people in Nelson that they have finished looking at your vehicle. 

V^xj 

The rem^^of the drawbeam have been removed. They are keen to have the drawbeam freighted to Wellington 
forjurfcerjanalysis at our cost. 


1 








Can you please confirm if you are agreeable for this to happen? We will ensure that it is available should your 
insurers wish to inspect it. 


Also, can you please advise if you have any other vehicles in your fleet that are of a similar design to this veh» 


Regards, 

Brian Sara 

Manager Vehicles - NZ Transport Agency 
DDI 64 4 901 6712 M | 

From: Brian Sara 

Sen t: Wednesday, 30 August 2017 3:17 p.m. 

To: 

Cc: Neil McAlpIne; david@thesandbox.co.nz 
Subject: RE: 2016 Iveco Stralis Reg JWN197 

Hello 




( 


I have arranged for our Vehicle Specialist Neil McAlpine and also we have engafccK^^'^dbox Consulting from 
Palmerston North to inspect the vehicle tomorrow in Nelson. Due to flight spC^es they won't arrive until mid- 
.norning and are scheduled to fly out on a 5:00pm flight. Once they have cdn^glCTed their inspection the vehicle will 
be yours to deal with. 


We appreciate your co-operation in making the vehicle available to 
failed drawbeam. 


If you have any information relating to the installation of the ofSitt^nd the drawbeam, its use since installation or 
any concerns that you have that may assist us with this inv^f^Won please let me know. 




allowing us to carry out analysis of the 


Can you please advise if you have any other vehiclesj 
Feel free to contact me with any questions. 


( 


From: Brian Sara 


Regards, 

Brian Sara 

Manager Vehicles - N2 Transport Agenc 
ODI 64 4 901 6712 M 

<s 

_ a.m. 

To:^^Hi O 

Cc: Neil McAlpine 

Subject: RE: 2016 Iveco S^^ij^^eg JWN197 


Thanks 

I will let you know 


jiivHun 

(f 


feet that are of a similar design to this vehicle. 




Se nt: Wednesday, 3 0 August 20^^^ 


Regards, 
Brian Sara 
Manager V; 

DDI 64 4 



get on. Hopefully we should be finished with the truck early on Thursday afternoon. 


NZ Transport Agency 

)2 Ml 



y, 30 August 2017 8:36 a.m. 


2 







To: Brian Sara 

Subject: RE: 2016 Iveco Stralis Reg JWN197 
Hi Brian 

That's fine we would like the truck back as soon as possible so we can start on repairs and get it back int^^^ 
Cheers 






S' 



irv 

Aratuna Freighters Ltd 
PO Box 21 
Greymouth 7840 
Ph (03) 768 4038 
F ax (03) 768 4102 

( -rom: Brian Sara rmailto:Brian.Sara(a)nzta.Qovt.nz1 
Se nt: Tuesday, 29 August 2017 5:20 p.m. 

Cc: John Long 

Subject: 2016 Iveco Stralis Reg JWN197 
Hello 

Further to our telephone conversation earlier, can you plea^<^^firm that you agree to making your Iveco Stralis 
Reg No JWN197 available to the Transport Agency for ips|^^n following the failure of its drawbeam? 

I understand the vehicle is currently I am hoping to arrange for a NZTA Vehicle 

Specialist to inspect the vehicle in Nelson on Thupda^^ August. Following that inspection we will arrange for the 
drawbeam attachment flanges to be removed fro^mje truck chassis so that the entire drawbeam can be 
assessed. This will be arranged and paid for t^^^e Transport Agency. 

I will confirm these arrangements once t*»a^*hH)/e been finalised. 

I appreciate you are keen to have thej^hicle returned to you as quickly as possible and appreciate you cooperating 
with us. 

Regards, 

Brian Sara Manager Vehicle 
Customer Design & Deli^^eryOr 

DDI 64 4 901 6712 m| 

E brian.sara(g^nzta. 



Chews Lane Precinct, 
Private Bag 6995 

TRAN! 
ACEf 


ta.qQvt.iS ^W nzta.< 

cinct, sd^Vi^ria St 
, WellifT9tgHrei41, N 



a.govtnz 

>t 

New Zealand 


Find thejSle^transport news, information, and advice on our website: 
www.nM^Hovt.nz 
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This email is only intended to be read by the named recipient. It may contain information which is confidential, 
proprietary or the subject of legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient you must delete this email and may 
not use any information contained in it. Legal privilege is not waived because you have read this email. 



This email has been filtered bv SMX. For more information visit smxemail.com 


Find the latest transport news, information, and advice on our website; 
w/ww.nzta.oovt.nz 
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not use any information contained in it. Legal privilege is not waived because you ha^^saa this email. 
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Tom Logan 




From: 

david@thesandbox.co.nz 

Sent: 

Monday, 4 September 2017 6:11 p.m. 

To: 

Brian Sara 

Cc: 

Dave Schumacher; John Long 

Subject: 

RE: Request for files - Urgent 

Hi Brain, 


FYI 









As per my previous email I have successfully open the Solidworks model produced by lO* [ineer. 

The original file was created on the 29*'’ of May 2014. The file shows at least 2 diff( patterns. This may 

indicate the design was prepared for other clients as far back as 2014. ' 


Summary Custom Cottftguraden Speofie 


Keywords. 

CommcrU. 




Ttk: 

SutSfKt 

Stattit)a 

CreMeO: THufiday 29 Ma> 20U 2^643 »>M 

LMt S>v»<t Monday 4 $«fa*rM>«r 20i7 1l.'0t'.2S AM 

AdmMMstrator 

tail Savad With SOUOWOltKS 2009 


O 




#1 


t 



Hrlp 


The CAD model also differs from 
Regards 
David 

From: Brian Sara fmaifi^^ian.$ara@nzta.govt.nz1 
Sent: Monday, 4 SeQleMRr 2017 4'47 PM 
To: davidPthesanA^^o.nz 

Cc: Dave Schum^ffr < Dave.Schumacher@nzta.govt.nz >: John Long < John.Long@nzta.govt.nz > 
Subject: FW: for files - Urgent 

As disc 



0 



Mantiger Vehicles - NZ Transport Agency 


1 
















DDI 64 4 901 6712 M 


From: Peter Wastney (PWE) rmailto:Deter@Dwe.co.nz1 
Sent: Monday, 4 September 2017 3:39 p.m. 

To: Brian Sara 

Subject: RE: Request for files - Urgent 


From: Brian Sara f mailto:Brian.Sara@nzta.QOvt.nz 1 
Sent: Friday, 1 September 2017 5:44 p.m. 

To: Peter Wastney fDeter@pwe.co.nz 1 
Subject: Request for files - Urgent 

Hello Peter 




o 
•.cy 




S' 


Further to our telephone discussion where we lost reception, attached is a copy of tl^^^ter that was delivered to 
your address today. 

I want to confirm for clarity that in addition to original hard copies we want lectronic copy of the drawing- 

( nalysis files in whatever the original format that it was produced, i.e AutoQft^Solid Works, etc included. These are 
for the certification of the Drawbeam LT400 554622, Crane Mounting 11409354623 & Load Anchors LT400 550344. 

VP 

Also can you please advise if you have issued certification to NZS544i»fc^ny other drawbeams the same or similar 




to this vehicle. 

1 will arrange for somebody to call on Monday to pick these u you please contact me by 10:00 am on Monday 


e UD^ 

4 September 2017 to confirm you have these available. ♦ » /T 


Regards, 

Brian Sara Manager Vehicles 
Customer Design & Delivery Croup 

DDI 64 4 901 671 2 M 
E brian.sara(g>nzta,aovt.nz W nzta.govtnz 

Chews Lane Precinct, 50 Victoria St 
Private Bag 6995, Wellington 6141, New Zealand 
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AGENCY 
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Find the latest transport news, iriJinj^on, and advice on our website: 
www.nzta.QOvt.nz ^7 






This email is only intendecHQjffe read by the named recipient. It may contain information which is confidential, 
proprietary or the subj^^of legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient you must delete this email and may 
not use any informatio^c^tained in it. Legal privilege is not waived because you have read this email. 

- ^ - 


56. WWW avast.com 


<o 

O V if >M i we e. w 

Np 

(Z) 

Fin<ryiCTa(est transport news, information, and advice on our website; 
vwfly4lg5.Qovt.nz 


2 













( 


This email is only intended to be read by the named recipient. It may contain information which is confidential, 
proprietary or the subject of legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient you must delete this email and 
not use any information contained in it. Legal privilege is not waived because you have read this email. 


nd|1!^ 
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Tom Logan 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Peter Wastney (PWE) <peter@pwe.co.nz> 
Tuesday, 5 September 2017 10:08 a.m. 
Brian Sara 

RE: Request for files - Urgent 






No, this was a one off only 
Regards, 

Peter Wastney 

From: Brian Sara [ mailto:Brian.Sara@nzta.qovt.nz') 

Sent: Tuesday, 5 September 2017 9:04 a.m. 

To: Peter Wastney f peter@pwe.co.nz ) 

Subject: FW: Request for files - Urgent 
Importance: High 

Hello Peter 

Copied below is one of the questions that was included in the formal lett] 
on Friday 1 September 2017 and also raised in the email below: 


d" 


/ 

lettemMoesting files that was delivered to you 

Additionally: All documents pertaining to any other vehicles, irres^^tr^ of make and model that have been certified 
by you, involving the same or similar designs and specifications^or di^beams and/or crane mounting. 


Email: Also can you please advise if you have issued cer 
similar to this vehicle. 


Can you please respond to this question urgently? 


Regards, 

Brian Sara 

Manager Vehicles - NZ Transport Agency 
DDI 64 4 901 6712 M 


( 


r'rom: Brian Sara 
Sent: Monday, 4 September 2017 
To: 'peter@pwe.co.nz' 

Subject: RE: Request for files - 



NZS5446 for any other drawbeams the same or 


Hello Peter 

Thanks for sending th^e tfiTb^gh. 


^ tnmogl 

Regards, 

Brian Sara 

Manager Vehicl^^Z Transport Agency 
DDI 64 4 901 

• Qj 

From: P^terWastney (PWE) rmailto:peter@Dwe.co.nzl 
Sent: l^^^y, 4 September 2017 3:39 p.m. 
To/'tJriafrSara 

S6|^^r RE: Request for files - Urgent 


1 






From: Brian Sara rmailto:Brian.Sara@nzta.QOvt.nz1 
Sent: Friday, 1 September 2017 5:44 p.m. 

To: Peter Wastney ( peter@pwe.co.nz') 

Subject: Request for files - Urgent 

Heilo Peter 


( 


( 




Further to our telephone discussion where we lost reception, attached is a copy of the letter that y^^lelivered to 
your address today. 


o 


I want to confirm for clarity that in addition to original hard copies we want a full electronic cop^f the drawing- 
analysis files in whatever the original format that it was produced, i.e AutoCAD, Solid WorkS^c included. These are 
for the certification of the Drawbeam LT400 554622, Crane Mounting LT400 554623 & Loai^nchors LT400 550344. 

Also can you please advise if you have issued certification to NZS5446 for any other’^ra^eams the same or similar 
to this vehicle. 

q^^^tact me by 10:00 am on Monday 


I will arrange for somebody to call on Monday to pick these up. Can you pie 
September 2017 to confirm you have these available. 

Regards, 

Brian Sara Manager Vehicles 
Customer Design & Delivery Group 

DDI64 4 901 6712 

E brian.sara@nzta.qovt.nz W nzta.qovt.nz 

Chews Lane Precinct, 50 Victoria St 
Private Bag 6995, Wellington 6141, New Zealand 


vp 


TRANSPORT 

AGENCY 




Find the latest transport news, information, and advice on our website: 
www.nzta.aovt.nz /^l 
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'his email is only intended to be read byfliejtamed recipient. It may contain information which is confidential, 
proprietary or the subject of legal privilege, ff you are not the intended recipient you must delete this email and may 
not use any information contained inj^t^egal privilege is not waived because you have read this email. 






Virus-free, www 




4 ^ 


,.com 
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From; 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Hi Brian, 


david@thesandbox.co.nz 

Thursday, 14 September 2017 4:32 p.m. 

Brian Sara 

Drawbeam - DZ30005 Report Rev 1 
1703-792 Drawbeam DZ30005 Revl.pdf 




Please see attached. 


Kind regards. 


DAVID MANLEY BE, MEngSt 
SENIOR CONSULTING ENGINEER 

Heavy Vehicle Specialist Certifier (ID DMM) 

( ''-ertification Categories: HVEA, HVEC, HVEK, HVEL, HVET, HVS1, I^S^^HVPI 
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d" 


287 Park Road 
Hokowhitu 

Palmerston North 4410 

P 06 355 1777 M 021 829 435 

www.thesandbox.co.nz 


SAND BO 
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DISCLAIMER: This electronic e-mail message and any attach^l^iliK contain information intended for exclusive use of the individual or entity to 
whom it Is addressed and may contain information that is prop rietary, privileged, confidential and/or prohibited from disclosure under New Zealand 
law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby that any viewing, copying, disclosure or distribution of this information may be 

subject to legal restriction or sanction. Please notify the b 

message without making any copies. Thank you. 


>ni^l|^e a 


^ by electronic mail or telephone, of any unintended recipients and delete the original 


•TTACHED FILES DISCLAIMER: The information1^l||^e available on the understanding that the Sandbox Consulting and its employees and 
agents shall have no liability (including but not liaiited to liability by reason of negligence) to the users for any loss, damage, cost or expense 
Incurred or arising by reason of any person usi^1i^Jr relying on the information and whether caused by any error, omission or misrepresentation in 
the information or otherwise. 

While the information is considered to correct at the date of publication, changes In circumstances after the time of publication may 

affect the accuracy of the information. Thj^N^mation may change v/ithout notice and Sandbox Consulting LTD is not in any v^y liable for the 
accuracy of any information printed and Itor^by a user. 
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14*^ September 2017 
Brian Sara 

Customer Design & Delivery Group 
NZ Transport Agency 
Private Bag 6995 
Wellington 6141 
New Zealand 

RE: Drawbeam failure - Registration JWN197 

A truck trailer combination separated while travelling aloi 
Highway to Nelson on the 27*^ of August 2017, just north of 
Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA) engaged Sandbox Consi 


SANDB# 

CONSULT 


P 06 355 1777 M 02^ 829 435 
E en^l^hesandbox.co nz 

287 \ 55d, Hokowhitu 

ton North 4410 

thcsandbox.co.nz 


Inspection of the truck-trailer units and a visit to the acc scene took place on the 31^» 
of August 2017. 


Vehicle Details 

Truck 
Year 
Make 
Model 
Registration 
1*‘ NZ Reg 


2016 

IVECO 

STRALIS AT500 
JWN197 
20/06/2016 





Kohatu-Kawatiri 
•e Saddle. The New 
to investigate the cause. 


Trailer 

Year 

Make 

Model 

Registration 

1*’ NZ Reg 


1998 




FACTOR>4y^ 

JACKEnY^^LE ST 
94441 # 

05 / 06 , 0 ^ 

Vehicle Inspedqpnr 

Due to the sejUara^ion event, the towing connection components between the truck and 
trailer were ftv^^imary focus of the inspection. The connection between a rigid truck full 
trailer combination is made up of two main components: the drawbeam and the drawbar. 
A brie£^ieHminary inspection of the drawbeam affirmed this approach; measurements of 
the dnMiAilfcam, truck chassis, auxiliary crane frame, and general arrangement were 



laming conventions used in this report, refer Figure 1. 



Side Plate 


2 Drawbeam side plates 


Drawbeam and Truck Inspection 
Inspection of the truck found that the drawbeam 
side plates which affix the drawbeam to the 
up of the front plate and upper and lower 


weldment had separated from the 

2. The front weldment is made 

3. 


Figure 1 Drawbeam naming convention 


Front Plate 



1703-792 NZTA - Drawbeam Failure DZ30005 Rev 1 


Page 2 of 38 




















c 


c 




Figure 3 Drawbeam front weldment 

The drawbeam weldment was water blasted to soil and measured in detail. 

Inspection of the weldment found the separation^n theol’awbeam had occurred along the 
edges of the welded connections. 




Figure 4 ready for detailed inspection 


1703-792 NZTA - Drawbeam Failure DZ30005 Rev 1 


Page 3 of 38 







6 Cracks top stiffener to front plate 






Figure 5 Drawbeam front section rear view, cracks beld^^^ 

In addition to the obvious fractures, there in the upper stiffener; left-hand side 

welded connection to the front plate, Figure/f^S^ Figure 6. 


1703-792 NZTA - Drawbeam Failure DZ30005 Rev 1 


Page 4 of 38 


The side plates' bolts were recorded in place and then disconnected from the truck chassis 
under supervision. 



The drawbeam coupling, a Ringfeder 5050, was examined and found to be functionine 
correctly. The bolt group between the coupling and drawbeam was unbolted and founi*^^ 
be in good order. 





Figure 7 Ringfeder 5050 after removal 


o 




Welds 

Visual examination of the weldi 
requirements of AS/NZS 155 

structures (Standards IVj^i^Z?hland, 2014). The fracture in the drawbeam did not 
propagate through the wN^^throat, but in the parent material adjacent to the weld. 
Destructive weld testinf would be required to comment further. 


ds^owed the fabrication was reasonable and likely met the 
t2Ui«.l Structural Steel Welding - Part 1 Welding of steel 


Boltmg 

The drawbeam idtot^ using nine class 8.8 Ml 6 hex bolts per side. The bolts were secured 
using nyloc seated on hardened washers. 

Several of Hi^j^lts in the drawbeam were seated incorrectly due to interference between 
the wa^h^rs and welded connection. Figure 8. 




fthers 

/A 
/ 


1703-792 NZTA - Drawbeam Failure DZ30005 Rev 1 
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( 



Figure 8 Bolt seating interference 


In a bearing type connection with snug tight bolts, the 
on the bolt shoulder, not on the threaded portion, Fiouw 
shoulder length to achieve this outcome. 


Tl 


urfaces should be seated 
The bolts had insufficient 


c 


After removal of the bolts seated over the welds^^ lower front bolts were found to be 
bent and showed thread damage. Figure 9. 



Figure yBiand bolt with thread damage 




Theum^nal faces of the front lower side plate holes also show the thread bearing marks, 

^g»fi2no. 


1703-792 NZTA - Drawbeam Failure DZ30005 Rev 1 
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The poor installation has caused the bend in the noted bolts; the bolts have bent to meet 
the angle of the washer seating. This problem should have been identified during the final 
inspection. 




Figure pN^rrs, looking down the side plate 


<ir 


O' 

Bolt Holes 

^iti^pparent the drawbeam, chassis and subframe attachment plates were drilled in situ 


facilitate alignment. While this is reasonable practice, a significant amount of steel swarf 


1703-792 NZTA - Drawbeam Failure DZ30005 Rev 1 
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Figure 14 Swarf between drawbeam and truck side plates 


Bolt Seating 

AS 3990:1993 states all defects on the surfaces of contac 
the bolt joint component shall be removed, clauses 
weld interference, and other defects such as swa 


Minimum Edge Distafice 

AS 3990 specifies a minimum edge 
the plate, typically 1.5 times the 
bolt, this would mean a minimum 
both sides of the drawbeam fail to 


ntac^^vhi^ prever 
l(^l^iftndG1.2.1 


prevent the solid seating of 
This includes burrs. 


the centre of the fastener to the edge of 
of the fastener, clause 9.6.2. For an Ml 6 
of 24mm. Two lower rear bolt holes on 
criterion. Figure 15. 


was left between the plates. Figure 14. This swarf would affect the ability to maintain 
torque in the bolt group. The swarf accumulation would be difficult to identify during the 
inspection but does speak to the competency of the fabricator. 
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cv 


The certifying engineers drawing specifies that "Bolts to be no less than 20mm from the Vr^ 
edge of mounting plates." It is not clear if this is from the bolt centre or the edge of the bolt 
hole. In any case, the holes do not comply. 




K 


Craite Mounting ^ 

The position of the drawbeam is directly below the mounting of a HIAB Loader Crawled# 
Type 144 E-4 HIDUO. The drawbeam acted as the last cross member in the truck chasai^y 

The crane was certified by the same engineer as the drawbeam on the 16^*' of June 201^. 
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The drawbeam was retained by NZTA for further analysis if necessary. 


Evidence of Fatigue Failure 

Fatigue is the deterioration of a component caused by crack initiation and growth. A 
fatigue assessment is used to predict the service life of components subjected to fluctuati^ 
loads, such as drawbeams and drawbars. Fractures arising from fatigue are discernible 
the appearance of the steel grain structure at the fracture. There are three notable stagg^ 
(Shigley, Mischke, & Budynas, 2002): 

• Stage I is the initiation of one or more microcracks due to cyclic plastic ckff^mation 
followed by crystallographic propagation extending from two to fiv^^^^jis about 
the origin. Stage I cracks are not normally discernible to the nakr^d 

• Stage 11 progresses from micro-cracks to macro-cracks forming p^gjaS^Tplateau-like 

fracture surfaces separated by longitudinal ridges. The plafegSS^are typically 
smooth and normal to the direction of maximum tensile stresl. Q^se surfaces can 
be wavy dark and light bands referred to as beach marks marks. 

• Stage in occurs during the final stress cycle when the ipwining material cannot 
support tine loads^ resulting in a sudden, fast fracturg^T^gtage III fracture can be 
brittle, ductile, or a combination of both. Often tte marks (if they exist) and 
possible patterns in the stage 111 fracture (called4^tTOM lines) point toward the 
origins of the initial cracks. 

Evidence of fatigue in the drawbeam weldmertt^a^ound (Figure 17). The fracture 
between the upper and lower stiffeners and side/fhi^has occurred at the base of the weld 
toe in the parent metal; this is a typical •cm;ea\iir crack initiation and propagation 
(Hobbacher, 2006). The crack initiation point ^i^to be located at the rear bottom stiffener 
plate, refer Figure 17 and Figure 18. ^ 




O' 




p 
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Figure 17 Side plate fatigue progression and initiation point 
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propagation, stage II 

indicators were on the front face of the drawbeam. Figure 19 and Figure 


Figure 18 


Stage 

20 . 
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Trailer Inspection 

The trailer dolly, drawbar and hinge connection were examined and found to be in 
reasonable order given the accident. The drawbar tow-eye and trailer hinge attachments 
showed no evidence of failure. 




The trailer braking system was tested using a brake roMPl^pter. The results showed the 
vehicle brakes were deficient. Further investigation tl^^t^ing. 

(f 
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Accident Scene 



Several photos provided that were taken before the vehicle recovery commenced, show the ^ 

drawbar and front segment of the drawbeam still attached. Figure 21 and Figure 22. N*" 


Figure 21 Accident scene photo 


Figure Sii^awbeam front weldment still attached to drawbar 



The^^^ segment where the accident occurred is on an off-camber downhill gradient with 
left-hand bend. The speed limit for a heavy vehicle is 90 km/hr. 
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Figure 23 Road section where accident occurred 


At the location where the trailer is reported to have si from the truck, a prominent 

groove was found in the centre of the road lane, J5i^ure 23 and Figure 24. 



Figure 24 Groow wHoad surface 


The groov^^^ection projects to the impact point between the trailer and the right-hand 
embai^^^t where the trailer came to rest. Figure 25. 
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The trailer skidded along the embankment for 
rest Figure 26. 


or a^|^i(iinal 


ately 40 metres before coming to 




Embankment collision marks 
id marks from the application of the trailer brakes were present. 
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Given information from the driver, the groove location in the lane, and the projected 
impact point, it is justifiable to suggest the groove marks the general area where separation 
occurred between the truck and trailer. 




O) 




d" 


Accident Cause 

Based on the following evidence: 

• the damage to the drawbeam and evidence of fatigue failure, 

• the soundness of the trailer and drawbar towing components, 

• the drawbeam front section and Ringfeder coupling remaining intact, 

• the truck coming to a safe stop, 

• the lack of damage to the truck; 

rv 

it is reasonable to conclude the failure of the drawbeam caused the sepa^a^iplU^tween the 
truck and trailer and that the failure was due to metal fatigue. 


N 


vp 
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Possible Causes of Failure 


Cradle Mounting 

The drawbeam acted not only as a towing connection but also the rear chassis cross 
member. 




S' 


rO 


The truck is constructed using a typical ladder frame chassis. It consists of two 
running the length of the vehicle, with intermittent cross-members along its lengViT l he 
side rails provide the main structural strength and the cross-members retain the r^tive 
position of the side rails and resist twisting due to offset loading. The cross-nj^^hers also 
provide support for engine, transmission and suspension attachments (Wopg>^!^.), 

During operation, the crane induces significant torsional loading iibweVhassis. Also 
during normal road operation of the truck, the crane mass generatesZ&'ynal loads from 
manoeuvring, lateral acceleration during cornering, road surfac^jjAknation and road 


noise. 


Drawbeam Abuse or Modification 

During the inspection of the drawbeam, attention was 

modification to which the component may have been 


There was no evidence of abuse or damage outsi^ 


su^^oM. 


nerates/di^r 

Lrfacap^JVHlat 


any evidence of abuse or 


from the accident. 



One area which may indicate some modificat^on^^^ 10mm cut-out in the upper stiffener 

noKlMif 


connection to the side plate. The cut-out is 
certifier, however, given the proximit 
attachment, it is likely this is as manufj 


O' 


ified in the drawing provided by the 
n the upper stiffener and the crane 
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. 5 > 






d- 


Figure 28 Cut-out in top stiffener^ close-up. 


/ 


Trailer Brakes 

The trailer brakes were found to be deficient. Didjli^ cause the trailer to apply excessive 
loads on the drawbeam, affecting its design lifeTl /V 

O' 

i^^age of its design life asks the question of 
ents of NZS 5446. The purpose of the standard 


Compliance with NZS 5446 
The drawbeam failure at such a low( 
whether the component meets the 
is to avoid these types of accident. 



Is the standard suitable? 


Substandard Steel Plate 
Was the material substan^ 






/ 


/ 
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Drawbeam Design 

A Heavy Vehicle Specialist Certifier (HVSC) must certify a drawbeam to NZS 5446 
(Standards New Zealand, 2007). The scope of the standard is to set the certification criteria 
necessary to ensure that a secure connection can be maintained between towing vehicles 
and drawbar trailers, clause 1.1. The standard specifies four forces which the drawbeam 
must meet to comply; longitudinal force, longitudinal fatigue force range, side force 
vertical force. _ 




S' 




The allowable design stress in base metals, welds for both static and dynamic (f^gue 
considerations), are limited to allowable stresses given in: AS 3990 Meehan icaV^^H^pment 
- Steelwork (Standards Australia, 1993), and BS 7608:1993 Code of practipa^liK Fatigue 
design and assessment of steel structures (BSi, 1993). 




Typically AS 3990 Appendix B is used for fatigue assessment due to itsu^B^|^fied approach 
(Standards Australia, 1993). V/ 


mri^we\ 


The recommended design life of a drawbeam is 2 x W load cyclyTl^pwever, it is permitted 
to design for a lower or higher number of cycles. There ar^a^Hptes on the certification 
document or reason to deviate from this recommendatio 




Design Life Used 

ITie standard states for most situations it is approprhite to assume one cycle per two 
kilometres. Given the kilometre history of the trwi^refer Truck Use) and assuming the 
truck always tows a trailer, the drawbeam^ha^^^han exposed to approximately 40,000 
design cycles or 2% of its certified design life. 

It is possible the truck does not tow a a regular basis - most vehicles fitted with 

cranes are only used to pull trailersi^^>^asion. The drawbeam may have failed at 
significantly fewer cycles than the suggests. 





1703-792 NZTA - Drawbeam Failure DZ30005 Rev 1 


Page 21 of 38 


Drawbeam Analysis 




Finite Element Analysis 

Finite Element Analysis (FEA) is widely accepted for design validation and used 
extensively for nuclear, automotive and aerospace design. 

The method is often used as an alternative to experimental testing. It is able to 
problems for which no exact solution, expressible in some mathematical form, is avuDBfr. 
As such, it is a numerical method ratlier than an analytical method. Methods of thi^ype 
are needed because analytical methods cannot cope with the real, complicaterf^Nsjjblems 
that are met within engineering (Modlen, 2010). 

The technique is based on the premise that an approximate solutidlX,^iny complex 
engineering problem can be reached by subdividing the structure/corof^fji^fft into smaller 
more manageable (finite) elements. Load and constraints, as well^^jfeterial property 
combinations, can be specified with much greater accuracy than tM^^d in classical hand 
calculations (Mago & Hicks, 2012). 


FEA is particularly suitable for (Mago & Hicks, 2012): 

• Structural/mechanical design 

• Improving the efficiency of existing design 

• Failure analysis investigations 


.o 


The use of a finite element model to design 
necessary, given the complex geometry of t^ 
towing connection load and the side plat( 
torsional load in the stiffener connectiof 
calculations. 



^^^of drawbeam is appropriate, if not 
beam. The eccentricity between the 
ection, induces a bending shear and 
Would be difficult to analyse using hand 



inpointing weak spots in designs, a few faulty 
ysis work unusable. 


Despite FEA's reputation for accu 
assumptions and flaws may render 

Q) 

Finite Element Bomtdary 
The simulation of boundaj^c^iQditions and other forms of constraint in FEA modelling are 
probably the single most diflW'ult part of accurate modelling of a structure (Shigley et al., 
2002). Different constrcft^t types significantly affect the predicted component stress. 


Mesh Convergencr^^ta^y 

Mesh convergepANMfers to the size of the elements required in a model to ensure that the 
results of the a^jaj>^is are not affected by changing the size of the mesh. 

lal^^^od of establishing mesh convergence requires a curve of a critical result 
l^typically some kind of stress) in a specific location, to be plotted against some 
■ mesh density. At least three convergence runs will be required to plot a curve 
then be used to indicate when convergence is achieved, or how far away the 
i^^efined mesh is from full convergence. However, if two runs of different mesh density 
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0 / 


give the same result, convergence must already be achieved, and no convergence curve is 
necessary (NAFEMS, 2017b). 

FEA Validation 

Hand calculations should be used to validate FEA models where applicable (Hobbaci 
2006). While the geometry may be too complex in some areas, other simpler areas ma; 
used to confirm the proper model behaviour. In the example of the drawbeam, the stiess 
in the chassis section can be easily calculated; if the stresses are correct, this helps 
that the correct load and behaviour is represented in the model. 


Drawbeam Analysis 

A finite element analysis of the drawbeam was carried out using SI 
to NZS 5446. The computer model is based on measurements of the ai 



aqus 2017 
ponent. 


orce and fatigue 


Given a certified maximum towed mass of 30,000kg, the longitui 
force range is 260kN and 220kN respectively. Figure 29. ^ 

NZS 5446 Fatigue & Static Force Towed Mass 

300 - ^ . 













Figure 29 NZS 


^ Fatigue & Static Force versus MTM 


ModelPtnKfftieters 

The moriarincludes bolts, bolt pre-tensioning, component contact and a section of vehicle 
chafeftlThe detail connection and contact was undertaken to model the drawbeam support 
(^(Ations accurately. 

V 


© 
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A nominal friction coefficient of 0.1 is applied to the contact surfaces; this is the lower value 
for painted steel (Pallett, Gorst, Clark, & J, 2003). As the bolted connections are snug tight 
holes, the shear load between the drawbeam and truck chassis is expected to be carried by 
bolt bearing. The pre-tensioning in the bolts was generated using 190Nm of torque for M16 
class 8.8 bolts, and 372Nm for the Ringfeder M20 bolts. 






In standard elastic FEA, the software materials are assumed to behave in a linear el 
manner even if the material has exceeded its yield stress. The linear elastic 
definition is useful for modelling materials which undergo small deformations and\^hich 
return to their original configuration upon removal of the load. This assumption is 
acceptable in general towing connection design as components are designed^^^ yield 
stress. For a 250 MPa steel plate, AS 3990 specifies 0.6 times the yield strengt|^?lky be used, 

for an allowablp <;trp5;<; of 150 MPa 

In metals, significant permanent deformations occur when the stn 
property of the steel called the yield stress. Once the yield stress is e^ 
to deform plastically, resulting in the permanent deformation offl 
to model material plasticity (Dassault Systemes Simulia, 2012).*^^^ 

A mixture of solid and continuum shell elements was uH^a^roth 
appropriate ^ 


'aches a critical 
od the steel begins 
teel. Abaqus is able 


a hex and tet mesh as 




Material Properties 
The drawbeam plate material properties are assi 
complying with AS/NZS 1594:2002 and AS 
MPa tensile strength and an elongation pen 


Bolts use class 8.8 material properties. 

The modulus of elasticity for all st^^^^ 




to be equivalent to mild steel plate 
:1996, 250 MPa yield strength, 350 
of 17%. 


is 200 GPa. 
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FEA Results 


Bolt Tension 

Tlie bolt pre-tensioning is applied in the initial step of all analysis. Figure 30. The bolt 
pretension was confinned by measurement of von Mises stress in the bolt elements. 





Figure 30 von Mises stress showing bolt pre-tension 


The bolt model does not include any thread it^t^ 
boundary stiffness correctly. 


and is used to model the drawbeam 


Draxvbeam Under Longitudinal Loi 
A 260kN load (for a 30,000kg 
applied load caused large areas of th 





tr^er) is applied to the Ringfeder attachment. The 
rawbeam to exceed the material yield stress. Figure 
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No yield 

33 Areas showing plasticity after removal of load (colour other than indicator) 


Figure 32 von Mises stress^ drawbeam 260kN loat^ aii|^^^grey exceed 150 MPa 

After load removal, the finite element^ar^^^ diowed areas of the drawbeam had 
permanent deformation (plastic yield)- vsr 


Large areas also exceed the maximum permissible stress of 150 MPa, Figure 32. 
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The drawbeam does not comply with the requirements of NZS 5446 for static longitudinal 
loading. The stress in the drawbeam should not exceed 150 MPa and or show any yielding 
(plasticity). 

Drawbeam Under Longitudinal Fatigue Force Range 
Fatigue Design 

The AS 3990 standard uses the stress^life mediod for fatigue design assessmi 
method is commonly used due to its simplicity and is reasonably accurate for hi] 
fatigue. The pennissible design stresses are based on design life and connection 
Appendix B. 

rv 

The classification of loading condition is specified in Table Bl. For 2 x TQ^NjfiHs, loading 
condition 3 is applicable. 'OsT 


S' 



TABLE Bl 

CLASSIFICATION OF LOADING CONDITIONS 


/?S> 


I oMlin{> 

Nambfr of loodlng cycles 

roiKlItloii 

Irnm 


1 

30 000* 

100 ooot^^^ 

2 

3 

4 

100 000 

500 000 

Ov'er 2 000 000 

500 0<f^W^ 
2C|00 Oifc ^ 


Figure 34 AS 3990 Classification of loading conditions 

The typ>e and location of material are categ^^^ for typical connection details, for 
example, base metal with rolled or clean surfBC^is category A, Figure 35. 



Figure 35 AS 3990 plain matencBi^ 

A weld connection/^|w^ may approximate the connection between the drawbeam 
stiffeners and sicfeelafens illustration 21 which is type F category. 
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Figure 36 AS 3990 Category F 




The standard states the material stress may not exceed the maximum stress 

given in Table B3 for the loading condition and detail category, Figure^^j^^^ 

I ABLE B3 


M.4X1M1M PERMISSIBLE STRESS RANGE 



Figure 37 AS 3990 Table B3 

In addition, the maximum stress shall not excfe^^we maximum permissible stress given 
else where in the standard. The maximuip pfenr^sible compressive stress may not exceed 
0.6 times the yield strength of the mat^^^^^!^ 5.3. For 250 MPa plate, this is 150 MPa. 

To meet AS 3990 (and hence NZS Y^5J^ti^^base metal stress may not exceed 150 MPa and 
the stress adjacent to the welds cata gpr^ or F, 55 or 60 MPa^ respectively. 


Nominal Versus FEA Strei 

In most cases, the potentm)%^ti^e failure point is located in the material adjacent to a 
stress concentration, e.g. af^N^eld toe or bolt hole (BSi, 1993). The standard uses nominal 
or net section stress whfo ignores the effect of local stress concentrations; the peak stresses 
arising from them aocT^ccbunted for in the permissible stress values. The nominal stress is 
intended to be easily calculated for direct or bending stress, derived from the 

applied loads, 




Although of^^^tg many advantages, one difficulty when using FEA is identifying a point 
or region iA^^tinually varying predicted stress field where the stresses can be regarded 
as repfti^ting the nominal values required by the code (NAFEMS, 2017a). It is important 
that tH^FjEA package can predict the material behaviour after yield to avoid inaccurate 
peaj^^sses, Abaqus and the material model used achieve this requirement. 

5446 states the allowable stress range for from AS 3990 Appendix B, for many details, 
MPa at 2 X 10^ cycles (Standards New Zealand, 2007)(Standards Australia, 1993). 
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Provided the direction of the principal stress does not change significantly over the course 
of the stress cycle, the relevant cyclic stress should be taken as the maximum range through 
which any principal stress passes in the parent metal adjacent to the potential crack 
location. Figure 38. The same approach is taken in AS 3990. Tension stress is consider^ 
positive, and compression stresses negative. 


S' 




V 


W^bed attactvnent 


( 


-7“ 

/ 

Potential crack laatktn 


M; 


Design stress 






Stress distribution 


Figure 38 Reference stress in parent metal - BS 7608:1993 


o 


Dratvheam Fatigue Force Range 

The 220kN longitudinal fatigue force was applied using a ZQW^^lKed constant amplitude 
approximation, i.e. half the load in tensile and compressi^j^V^ 

The stress in the drawbeam witli the load in the for^jartl^ir^tion, at the bottom flange to 
side plate rear connection, was 265 MPa of compressi^Sih'ess, Figure 39. 




Figure ^Fon^d (tension) direction llOkN load, 265 MPa red circle 

rval of the load, a permanent deformation was predicted. This can be seen in 
ual stress, Figure 40. 
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Figure 40 Residual stress from llOkN load, red circle 

Under compressive load, the connection of interest is uni 
stress of 274 MPa. 




S on and has a developed 


Figure 41 ReaHiiArd (compressive) llOkN load, 274 MPa 







Given ltjg|s-life fatigue is calculated using nominal stress the stress concentration at the 
welfli^arent interface is not used. Instead, as recommended by NAFEMS, the stress is 
i the parent metal adjacent to the weld, Figure 42 (NAFEMS, 2017a). 
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/ 

The total nominal stress range, Aa, is calculated using 




S' 


Figure 42 Stress measurement area 


TOn (Hobbacher, 2006); 


Aa= Grr 




The total stress range for the drawbeam is 539 exceeds the allowable stress of 

55-60 MPa. The FEA predicts the drawbeaii\wiipiffl well before its required design 
life. 


^>9 


Correct Loading 

The towed mass is likely to be les|^fR3hdnb 30,000kg to which the drawbeam is certified. 
Given the required maximum truc ^p tjy l iler mass ratio of 1.5 from the Vehicle Dimension 
and Mass Rule and the maximum gross combination mass of 44,000kg, the maximum legal 
trailer mass would be 26,400k^®£TA, 2002). In practice the mass is often more evenly 
distributed assuming a slmlyrtmTSance towards the trailer, putting the actual operating 
gross tow mass closer to^^Ji^kg for the trailer. The fatigue force range drops to 196kN, 
putting the approximate nomihal stress range closer to 480 MPa, Figure 29. Even after this 
type of adjustment, th^^Jmwbeam life doesn’t meet the requirements of NZS 5446. 

^Qj 

The FEA result sffli|OTne drawbeam is significantly under-designed. 
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Certifiers Drawbeam Analysis 

Sandbox Consulting ran the certifiers FEA model using Solidworks 2017 simulation. 





Figure 43 Certifiers drawbeam analysis - 220kN 

Refinement of the finite element mesh was carried out 
the results; this is good practice. Mesh improvenl^j^ 
important part of validating FEA. ^ 


ijrtMCT to improve the accuracy of 
j^Hjd convergence studies are an 


ertifiers drawbeam analysis - 220kN, rear view 
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Drawbeam Stiffeners 

The certifiers model has a different lower stiffener with extended rear gussets than the 
inspected drawbeam, Figure 45. 


S' 




Figure 45 Certifiers drawbeam, rear view 

. 

Boundary Conditions 

Review of the certiiFi^s,t)oundary conditions shows a nWi geometry constraint was used 
to model the drawbeam side^pfate, chassis supp^i^This assumption is equivalent to a 
built-in or rigid end support. In practtce^^^is ^p^a^nstraint is not justified as the chassis 
cannot provide sufficient support. The simjM^lii^orted or encastre assumption affects 
both the hand calculations and FEA an»ly4^^ccurateJEA analysis of the drawbeam 
connection and chassis shows the draw^jMI^ closer to a sitnplj^ supported assumption. 
The rigid constraint effectively incr easX ^j^drawbeams capacity and-uiiider-predicts the 
developed stress. The simply sppp^ed assumption is both more alrcurate and 
conservative. 



Drawbeam Fails NZS 5446 

It is notable that the certifiers FEA results show stress levels which significantly exceed the 
material yield stress. The certifiers model shows the drawbeam does not comply. 




The certifiers model has the following deficiencies: 


K 




The certifiers analysis differs from the fabricated drawbeam. The actual drawbijijjj) 
lacks the extended rear gussets. 

The boundary conditions used in the model are incorrect and artificially sumort 
the drawbeam. 

The side plates are bonded to the chassis as one solid body; this eff ed r^y makes 
the drav\i)eam side plate twice as thick. ^ 

The front Ringfeder mount plate is also bonded to the front of thgShi^^eam plate; 
this leads to artificial stiffening of the mount. 

The mesh used by default is too coarse to yield accurate resuft^T 

The standard Solidworks software is unable to deal y^^Nionlinear material 

behaviour (plasticity). 

No hand calculation validation. 


<s> 


Even with the noted deficiencies which lead to under preOT^^^of the drawbeam stresses, 
the analysis does not support the certification of the d^/wb^am to NZS 5446 for the rated 
MTM. 
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NZS 5446 Robustness - Trailers Brakes 

The New Zealand standard NZS 5446 has been in use since 1987. During this time on road 
testing carried out by the Land Transport Safety Authority (LTSA) in 1998 found that 50% 
of 1064 trucks and trailers tested had defective braking systems and did not comply with 
braking requirements (OAG, 2005). In April 2003, a smaller survey of heavy vehicles foui^ 
65% of heavy vehicles failed the minimum brake performance (OAG, 2005). This lea^o^ 
the Heavy Vehicle Brake rule 2006 aimed at reducing truck crashes caused by brakg^efws^ 
(NZTA, 2006). 



Unfortunately, it is not unusual for vehicle braking systems to not complv^^^Hb New 
Zealand braking requirements. While this may have improved since the imp^tlaentation 
of the Heavy Vehicle Brake rule 2006, large numbers of drawbars a ro^^ awbeams 
complying with NZS 5446 have been exposed to loads from truck traileAi^pihbination with 
poor braking compatibility and performance without fail. It would hrt|i^o say it is not 
unusual for truck trailer combinations to move throughout its serviette over a range of 
performance, dependent on component wear. Since its implemeowHiOT, NZS 5446 has (in 
the industry's experience) greatly decreased the failures of tow^^gi^nnections. 

How long have the trailer brakes been in this poor conditj^i^^iew of the land transport 
records shows the trailer passed a COF on the 26^*' of fbat time it had 132,232 

km on the hubometer. Based on the hubometer re^din^^H 50,395 km at inspection, the 
vehicle has travelled 18,163 km. 

Material/Weld Issues 

In May NZTA issued an alert about add?B^&t)ron in steel, this followed a Heavy 
Engineering Association (HERA) advifoiyNwfe: Welding to AS/NZS 15541 of boron 
containing steel in 2016 and an ujxlatdJ^W^^nd of May 2017. 


Traditionally New Zealand and^uswailian steels have been made without boron 
additions. The welding requiremenOTlt^S/NZS 1554 do not include the effect of boron as 
an alloying element. 

The advisory states only^^^^or^ercentages of boron may be necessary to increase the 
hardness significantly, an Jn^^egrade ductility and toughness of the heated effect zone of 
the welded steel. 

Although the mWjSe^l properties of the boron alloyed steel may comply with the 
required steel staM^, they do not address issues of weldability relating to boron. 


on ma^iffec 



The boron m^^iffect the fatigue resistance of welded steel structures. Material testing to 
the reconthi^e^ed requirements in the advisory would be required before further 
comm^iy. 

o 

Ev«t^hiTe speculating that the steel's boron content might have contributed to the failure, 
tl>ej^|inficant underlying design faults still dominate the causality of the failure (as shown 
FEA results). A compliant design would be significantly more resistant to fatigue 
age, whilst any material/weld issues would only exacerbate the issue. 
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Review of Certifiers Files 

NZTA provided the certifiers documents to Sandbox Consulting Ltd for use in the analysis K 
of the drawbeam. The files were found to be lacking detail and information to be able to 
determine compliance properly, specifically: 

• Crane certification 

o No crane data sheet 

o No free body diagram to determine reaction loads 
o No calculations for crane/chassis stresses. 
o No calculation of drawbeam for use as cross mem|fe^ 

• Drawbeam certification . 

o rhe drawbeam analysis and drawing did lyQNatch the actual 
certified component. C 

o The bolt calculation does not represent th^Sjal bolt group used 
to install the drawbeam. 

o Lack of bolt details, length and should4|;^^ail 
The records for this type of certification lack the rigour 


S' 


O) 
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Review of Faults Found During Inspection 
Drawbeam 

• Fracture, rupture and separation of front weldment section 

• Evidence of fatigue damage. 

• Incorrect seating of bolts due to: 

o burrs, 

o weld interference, 
o swarf. 

• Bolts bent due to incorrect seating, 

• Bolt shoulder length insufficient, bearing on the thread. 

• Bolt minimum edge distance does not comply. 

• Does not match the certifiers drawing. 






5 - 


Conclusions 

• The drawbeam was significantly under designed 




id not meet the 

requirements of NZS 5446. 

The fatigue analysis using AS 3990 shows the desimA^annot be achieved and 
predicts early failure. / ^ J 

The separation between the truck and trailer was^HJ^ed by the process of fatigue 
and catastrophic rupture of the drawbeam. 

The certifiers FEA model is substandard an^>i^^ not meet good practice, never 
the less still showed a design fault. 

The crane mounting and use of the 
professional opinion) increase the sfi*< 


to. Sandbox Consulting has not coi 
this interaction. However, the 
would have still occurred, irn 
the certifier also was respoj 
While the trailer brakes di^Jn't 
The NZS 5446 standard has 


as a cross member would (in my 
which the drawbeam was exposed 
sufficient work to clarify the extent of 
t underlying design issues meant failure 
iye of whether a crane was fitted. In addition, 
r the crane certification, 
feet the brake requirements, it is not uncommon, 
proven to be robust enough to deal with all types 



of braking performanc^^d truck trailer compatibility situations. 
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Tom Logan 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Peter Wastney (PWE) <peter@pwe.co.nz> 
Tuesday, 26 September 2017 3:11 p.m. 
Tom Logan 

RE: LT400 554622 questions 


rLV 


Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 


Follow up 
Flagged 


( 


V' 

Background ' 

In 2014, a drawbeam model was developed for an application, mounting inside the Chassi^T^te in a very compact 
situation. It is mandatory to save the model before carrying out stress analysis, if the models unsaved, then an 
arbitrary saved file is created by the programme. If analysis shows a weakness in deSigp^ibe model is modified, and 
the analysis is re run. In this particular case, it was decided that the model could nor^^^odified to meet required 
loading, so an alternative design was made up from scratch. In such cases, the savjjQ^e is overwritten, but for some 
reason this was not done in this case, an unsatisfactory design remained on filert'o^efher with analysis to match the 
loading of a 30 Tonne towing connection. 4!*^ 

.V 


,ispections. 

I was in Greymouth on 12*'’ May, 2016, when the deck framework had ba?ff1jiJllt. The photos in the subsequent 
Load Anchorage certificate were taken at this time. Aratuna Freighter^^jqjre^sed a desire for a drawbeam that 
would fit inside the Chassis rails for this vehicle, and as a result I senv«fet|lls of several different models from my 
files. Without realising it, I forwarded the failed design amongst the^idid not examine the stress analysis at that 


time. 




I was next in Greymouth on 1** June, 2016, at this time crane and drawbeam were incomplete. 

Drawbeam and Crane mount certificates were issued on 16^11^1^2016, the photos used in those certificates were 
taken at 5:30 pm on 15*'' June, I was not in Greymouth thanJ^ 

I was next in Greymouth for final inspection on 23*“ and would have inspected this vehicle in the yard of 

Aratuna freighters. I did not notice the cut-out or mil^ng^Xtended gussets, these would have been obscured by the 
chassis spacers over the crane bolts at that time. notice the incorrectly seated washers, they would have 

been hard up inside the lower drawbeam member. TW specification for the hole spacing referred to the distance 
from the chassis flange, rather than the mounting plSte. In particular, the 12mm diameter hole would have been a 
factory hole in the chassis that was picked upiJ^use it was there. These factors may have hastened the 
catastrophic failure of this drawbeam, but dw^not cause it. The cause was in faulty design. 

FEA Analysis 

(. (the requirement for analytical analysis vfaa replaced by a requirement to conduct a laboratory test, then a means 
of restraint would need to be spelled For example, it would need to be stated that the chassis be attached to a 
cradle, supported at its suspension daunts, and load applied to the drawbeam. Similar restraints are needed for 
analytical analysis, but NZS 5446)s^efit on how these are to be selected. Obviously different assumptions are going 
to give different results, but I cpnt^d that either allowing flexure of the Chassis rails, or taking these as rigid has and 
can provide robust Drawbean^^^igns for New Zealand conditions. 

Mesh size was chosen as defeuK by the programme for high quality meshing, I would only use draft quality as 
preliminary analysis. l^oulch»^ve manually selected a smaller mesh size, but generally when this is done, results are 
very similar. 

The only way a desiaii^lference between model and drawing can occur is if the drawing was prepared and printed 
with subsequent m^tfcation of the model. If the drawing was opened subsequent to change in the model, it would 
reflect these chatigft. 

When the ana^s^^as run for this particular drawbeam, they were re run from the earlier file, without the critical 
evaluation pidHeresults that were warranted. Earlier analysis showed that this design failed to meet the 
requirenneft<£j^f the standard, the same should have been picked up at this analysis, but was not. 


1 



Peter Wastney 





Regards, 

Peter Wastney 
Peter Wastney Engineering 
224 Wakapuaka Road, RD1 
Nelson 7071 

64 3 545 0848 
peter@pwe.co.nz 

www.pwe.co.nz 


( 


.'Pom: Tom Logan [mailto:Tom.Logan@nzta.govt.n 2 ] 
Sent: Friday, 22 September 2017 2:01 p.m. 

To: Peter Wastney (PWE) 

Subject: LT400 554622 questions 

Hi Peter, 


/ 

/ 




S' 




We have received the attached report on your certification L'^W^number 554622 (your file reference 5775- 
18877) - a drawbeam certification on an Iveco truck. I wosW^preciate any explanation or comments on the 
findings of this report, by the end of business on the 6*’’ ^no^ber 2017 at the latest, so that we can take those 
into consideration for our investigation. 


In particular I would appreciate comments on the 
certification file provided: 


lefdl^^fTg 

(T 

tne^r 


points raised in the report and/or noted from your 


jrawbeam installed, and if so 
/hen there were washers not seating correctly due to 


(, 


Did you carry out a final inspection with 
o why you certified the drawbejn>wt 
interference on the weld 

o Why you certified the when mounting holes were closer to the edge than specified 

o Why you certified the dt)<wb%am when the design was different to the one analysed, eg a 10mm 
cut-out and no extended r^r gussets 
With regards to your FEA ana^is, 

o what was the basi^f^fflfe boundary conditions chosen and how does that correlate to the real- 
world situation 

o what was the b^&^fcr your choice of mesh size for the analysis 

o why is there difference between the drawing and FEA model in your certification file 

o why, when th^^terial yield strength is identified as 220.6MPa, you have certified the drawbeam 
showing arAifiJy stress over 280MPa 

Why is there MotdHIngJ^ information for a 2008 Nissan truck, license plate number^^Hl included in your 
certification fil^or an Iveco truck license number JWN197 


Regards, 

Tom. 



Tom Logai 

Technical 
E tom 


W nzta.qovt.nz 


'foiH^ffice Victoria Arcade, 50 Victoria Street, 
'Bag 6995, Wellington 6141, New Zealand 


2 









Expect 
trains at 

1 

any time 



LOOK 
L> FOR HI 
TRAINS 


and from 
•ithor 
direction 


TRANSPORT 

~ 'b7 AGENCY 




oo 


Yo» 

o 




Find the latest transport news, information, and advice on our website: 
vww.nzta.qovt.nz 


h ia^oni 




This email is only intended to be read by the named recipient. It may contain information which il^onfidential, 
proprietary or the subject of legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient you must dateite this email and may 
not use any information contained in it. Legal privilege is not waived because you have rediuhfe email. 


O Virus-free, www avast.com 
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Appendix section 4 - JWN197 replacement drawbeam 





Tom 




an 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Hello Peter 


Brian Sara 

Friday, 20 October 2017 2:17 p.m. 

Peter Wastney (peter@pwe.co.nz) 

Tom Logan 

Further request for files 
Section 198 Letter - P Wastney - JWN197 - Replacement 20 Oct 2fl^.pdf 

C) 




r 


( 


Further to our telephone conversation a few minutes ago, attached is a document reques]^^ copy of a further set 
of files. 

Given you have advised that you expect to be home around 4:00 pm today and willOHi^e to access these, I have 
requested these be provided within 4 hours of the time of this message. 


I appreciate your assistance with this matter. 
Regards, 

Brian S^ra ,/ Manager Vehicles 
Custome ’ ^livery Croup 


DDI 64 67it.2 ’fcj 

E brian.safatonzta aovunz W nzta. qovt.n z 

Chews Lane Precinct, 50 Victoria St 

Private Bag 6995, Wellington 6141, New Zealand 


AGt 


TRANSPORT 

AGENCY 


a 



1 






TRANSPORT 

AGENCY 


WAKA KOTAHI 


NATIONAL OFFICE 
50 Victoria Str 
Private Bag 69^ 


20 October 2017 

Mr P L Wastney 

Peter Wastney Engineering Ltd 

222 Wakapuaka Road 

RDl 

NELSON 

Dear Mr Wastney 


HEAVY VEHICLE SPECIALIST CERTIFICATION: SECTION 198 LAI 






NSPORT ACT 1998 


In accordance with the provisions of section 198 of the Land Transpl^^Jtct 1998 and sections 3.1(2) & 
(3) of the Vehicles Standards Compliance 2002 Rule 35001/l^y(4a)fe advised of my intention to 
conduct an inspection of records associated with your approvlm^^^ 


Certifier ID: 
Approval name: 


PW 

Peter Lawrence Wasti 






The following records are to be provided to me i^rfipt of this demand by email within 4 hours, or 
if there are reasons why this is not achievable as^o^as possible as agreed with me. Records 
requested are to include LT400, and/or Stat^^i^tDf Design Compliance (SODC), and all supporting 
documentation Including any electronic filq^^Nhe following vehicle: 

rv 


JWN197 


607095 


19/2017 


Pursuant to Section 51(1) of the Lar^fitinsport Act 1998, you are advised that a person commits an 
offence if the person, without excuse, fails or refuses to comply with a requirement made 

under section 198 in relation >Qh^udit or inspection. The maximum penalty on conviction for an 
offence against section 51(y is ^ne not exceeding $5,000.00. 


have enclosed coprelevant legislation for your information: 



Section 
Sections 
Sectio 


Land Transport Act 1998 
)^&(3) Vehicles Standards Compliance 2002 Rule 35001/1 
the Land Transport Act 1998. 


Should yo/h3W any queries, please contaa me, on email, Brian.Sara^g^nzta.oovt.nz or 
phone (Vr>^rD712. 



Brian Sara 
Manager Vehicles 




Land Transport Act 1998 


198 


(1) 


Inspections and audits 


The [Agency] may in writing require any person who holds 'lUam 
transport document that authorises the provision of a ser^fP'^^he 
land transport system to undergo such inspections and%aui^si the 
[Agency] reasonably considers necessary in the intAjA^Rr land 
transport safety (including inspections and audits of vemW^^pe rated 
by such persons). 


( 2 ) 


(3) 


The [Agency] may carry out such inspec audits as the 

[Agency] reasonably considers necessary rests of land 

transport safety. 





(4) 


For the purposes of any inspection^r^tidlt carried out in respect of 
any person under this section, th^JAguncy] may in writing require that 
person to provide such informanli|(^as the [Agency] reasonably 
considers relevant to the insp^^ion oraudit. 

A person to whom a reftJlln^nt is made under this section must 
comply with that re(juir^erm. 


Land Transj^^^t 1998 

tior 

< 2 ) 


Contravention of section 198(4) 







;orr commits an offence if the person, without reasonable 
e)IB^se^ails or refuses to comply with a requirement made under 
sectiOTiSfi In relation to an audit or inspection. 


he maximum penalty on conviction for an offence against subsection 
QJ is a fine not exceeding 55,000. 













Vehicle Standiwds Cmifdtomx 


2.6(3) 


2.6(4) 


llu* Dirrcior niuM (IikIosc I lint iiifnmiiilion lo Ihc 
npplicaiii «in(l give tiie applicmit a reasona ble oi?i 
to rcruie or comnient on It. 


Nothing in 2.6(2) requires the Director to 
information if such disclosure would be Ilk 
the safety of any person. 

If the Director does not disclose lnforil\(^nih accordance 
with 2.6(3), the Director must Inftrffl^^beVppllcant: 

Q 

(a) of tile fact of non-dlsclclftlSk.ontl 



(b) 


!kS 

clasuhi^n 

cy 

a rtwvv of 



Lliat they may of the non-disclosure by 

the Privacy Commulli^er under the Privacy Act 
J993 or by (h^mbudsman under the OfflcfaJ 
Information 


nd reviewing of performance, 
Ssion and revocation of 


lures for monitoring and reviewing 
performance 

The Director may monitor and review the performance of 
a vehicle inspector or Inspecting organisation in complying 
with the requirements and conditions imposed by the 
Director under 2,3, including the performance of 
inspection and certification activities at individual sites. 

In monitoring and reviewing performance under 3.1(1), 
the Director may require a vehicle inspector or Inspecting 
organisation to undergo such monitoring and review, and 
to provide such infotmation as the Director reasonably 
considers relevant. 


l April 2002 





10 

I 3 .H 3 ) 
3 .IH) 


3.2 



Ltuu! f'tttnsfHM't /?«/<• 


C' 

cy 

•<> 

Action following fnilurc to comply 


A whirir or Impociing ojgniiiiiiion iiiviM fooijrly^ 

Willi a jvqiiironii'in rmiii iht* niritior iin(k*i 3 . 1 ( 2 ), 

A vehicle InspecUH' or in^|H‘t'iliig urgaiii!»iiiiun niusi beai 
the costs of the iiionltoi'liig and rcs'iewlng of ilieii 
prrfornuiKo In accordance willi any presciibe<l 


conditions of appointment or with 


3 . 2 ( 1 ) 


3 . 2 ( 2 ) 


If I he Diroclor has reason to Ix^llcve iha^^ehti^ uispector 
nr insperllng organisalion lins rniletyaq^mlMy with any of 
llx' concliiions of ihcir appoinmicM^jrIm fnik^l lu 
comply with this mlc, ilx* Dir^l^^T^^rcquirc the 
Inspector or organisation to undcrg^liich an investigation 
and to provirlc such inforniol^p as tlic Director reasonably 
conskkfTs appropriate. ^ 


priaic. ^ 

^ S\y 

J), if. roH^^'mfS an 


Subject to 3 , 2 ( 3 ), if. an investigation under 

3 . 2 ( 1 ), tlie Dlrccto^fTsaJmed that a vehicle inspector or 
inspecting or| 4 fci|Mtl^^bis failed to comply with any of 
the corxiitiodLtfnHijr appointment, or failed to comply 
with this rlfc *^*y 

followinfl;L_^^*v 

(a) \jequimhat remedial action, such as training, be 
unBrffaken by the Inspector or organisation; 












/ 




i . tpii/ 2002 


ipend tlK wliole or any part of the appointment 
of the inspector or organisation for a specified 
]3erlod or until specified conditions are met; 

revoke the whole or any part of the appointment of 
the inspector or organisation. 


Subject to 3 . 3 , before carrying out an action under 
3 . 2 ( 2 )(b)ox (c), the Director must notify tlie vehicle 
inspector or inspecting organisation in WTltlng oH 




Tom Logan 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

Importance: 


Brian Sara 

Friday, 20 October 2017 4:53 p.m. 

Tom Logan 

FW: Further request for files 

img006.pdf; Part.l9887.SLDDRW; Part.l8584.SLDPRT 

High 




ftr 


Copy FYI 

Regards, 

Brian Sara 

Manager Vehicles - NZ Transport Agency 
DDI 64 4 901 6712 Ml 




S' 


( 


'rom: Brian Sara 

,9ent: Friday, 20 October 2017 4:49 p.m. 
To: davidgithesandbox.co.nz 
Subject: FW: Further request for files 
Importance: High 


/ 

/ 


X 


Can you please have a look at the Solid Works files in this 
included to support certification to NZS:5446? 


lent and let me know if there is sufficient detail 


Hello David 

att^^er 

There is no sign of any calculations, bolting details ol^wN^^otos in the PDF file but I cannot open the SW files. 

/TV 

I don't need a full analysis at this stage - only an |niti^esponse but may require further details depending on what 
is in the files. 


Regards, 
Brian Sara 


.e» 


Brian bara 

C Manager Vehicles - NZ Transport Agenc^^^ 

From: Peter Wastney (PWE) \ m^lRypeter@pwe.co. nzl 

'p.m. 

Subject: RE: Further reqq^^^r files 
Attached, I think this 
Regards, 


DDI 64 4 901 6712 M| 


Peter Wastnev 
Peter Wastnef 
224 Wakap 
Nelson 



ineering 
oad, RD1 


1 







From: Brian Sara rmailto:Brian.Sara@nzta.aovt.nz1 
Sent: Friday, 20 October 2017 2:17 p.m. 

To: Peter Wastney ( peter@pwe.co.nz) 

Cc: Tom Logan 

Subject: Further request for files 
Hello Peter 




Further to our telephone conversation a few minutes ago, attached is a document requesting a co mSiLb further set 
of files. 



Given you have advised that you expect to be home around 4:00 pm today and will be able to a^ess these, I have 
requested these be provided within 4 hours of the time of this message. 


I appreciate your assistance with this matter. 
Regards, 

Brian Sara / Manager Vehicles 
Customer Design & Delivery Croup 

C JDI64 4 901 6712 M 

E brian.5ara@nzta.qovt.nz ; W nzta.oovt.nz 

Chews Lane Precinct, 50 Victoria St 
Private Bag 6995, Wellington 6141, New Zealand 


^ TRi 


TRANSPORT 

AGENCY 


/ 
/ 




Find the latest transport news, information, and advice on oBnrwebsite: 
www.nzta.aovt.nz 

This email is only intended to be read by the narrt^clretepent. It may contain information which is confidential, 
proprietary or the subject of legal privilege. If youV atgj rot the intended recipient you must delete this email and may 
not use any information contained in it. Legal privilege is not waived because you have read this email. 
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. :e/siandardi/rute certified to 


Compone 


i rating(s) 


^ . . 



General drawing number(s) 






Supporting documents 





Special conditions CopNom?/; 


a 


fd 


w 


Certification expiry date Of oppikot^e) 


X L 


2C: 


0 


Declaration 




f\Y Hubodometer reading (whichevercomes first) 

□□□□□□□□ 


Designer's ID af different from inspector below) 

- ^ - 


f'\y 


I the undersigned, declare that I arr^|h^^avy vehicle specialist 
Inspector identified and I hold i^u^nt valid appointment. 1 
certify that the above men^^ed ^Rcle component's design, 
manufacture and installatio^^^d this certification complies 
in all respects with the L aniy jjsport Rule: Vehicle Standards 
Compliance 2002 and #^|ppointment. To the best of my 
knowledge the inforn^ml^^ntained in the certificate Is true 
and correct. 


Inspector s signature 



jHHIIliH 


1 

1 n spec 

iJBMBS 

ID number 

l 



Date 


Number 


607095 


CoF vehicle inspector signature 


Date 


^^ew Zealand Government 


All fields are mandatory unless otherwise stated. 
Form ID 


LT400 


Version No. 06/16 
















































































Peter Wastney Engineering PDS - Certification 

ID PW 

Operating from 224 Main Road, Wakapuaka, R. D. I, Nelson 
Job Number 5775- f ^ '7 

Vehicle details 3 O ^ 

<> 

ition 

Relevant Standards and guidelines 

tSii i'hU 








d" 


Identity of Owner 
Measurements, and other factors relevant to the Certification 

Factors to be taken into account in the design. 


Assumptions and Calculations 






A/A 

iJdj 

^ >7 


Design and detailed Drawings 5775- 
Materials and fabrication methods 
Critical matters assessed during 
Inspection Dates 


Reasons for refusing i 

When the vehicle i^^^Hied , that that is certified is within safe tolerance of the relevant specifications 
Time taken to inspSphd ^i^^^rocess 



Signed 
Date 

'7 declc^^^ 

app^tf^^nt. I certify that this vehicle component design and this certification comply in all respects 
Land Transport Rule: Vehicle Standards Compliance 1998; my Deed of Appointment and 
^abie requirements. To the best of my knowledge the information contained in this certificate is 


c^^yt I am a Heavy^ Vehicle Specialist Certifier - Engineer and / hold a current valid 


e and correct, ** 
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210x12 PI, 600 Long. 
14 160 Gd 8.8 Bolts 
4 Nuts encapsulated 


840 


12 




¥ 


Folded 10 PI. 
to 300x170 section 


320x 180x10 PI DoubI 


Fabricated Drawbdlara to accept 
137 kN D Value^^ 

Coupling 




170 


SECTION B-B 


Iconsultlng engineehng 

Draft Design 


PETER WASTNEY ENGINEER!^ LTD Job C77C 1 QD07 
222 Wakapuaka Rd . 

RD 1 , Nelson DrawbeaiTi - Aratuna 

www.pwe.co.nz /)«r Iveco Crane truck JWIM 197 

As^lt 30,000kg MTM Rating 


Welds to Category SP of AS/NZS 1554. Chassis web bolts to be in centre 66% of chassis rail depth 

Scale Checked/Date: Approved/Date: 


1:10 


Drawn by Date Sheet 

PLW Aug 2017 1 of 1 





























































































Tom Logan 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


david@thesandbox.co.nz 
Tuesday, 24 October 2017 5:02 p.m. 

Brian Sara 

RE: Further request for files 

1703-792 Job Review Draft 1 - JWN197.pdf 




Hi Brian, 

Please see attached review document. 




6- 




Unfortunately, this is a very poor job file. There are some questionable details in the C/^rf37hodel, and there is no 
evidence the drawbeam has been inspected before certification. - 

Kind regards, 

DAVID MANLEY BE, MEngSt, MEngNZ 
ENIOR CONSULTING ENGINEER 

Heavy Vehicle Specialist Certifier (ID DMM) 

Certification Categories: HVEA, HVEC, HVEK, HVEL, HVET, HVSl, HVS2, HVP 

287 Park Road 
Hokowhitu 

Palmerston North 4410 

P 06 355 1777 M 021 829 435 

www.thesandbox.co.nz 


SANDBCX 


CON 

® EN 

i 


u 


ENGINEERING 
NEV; ZEALAND 

SemSI^ 


I N 



NAFE 1 




DISCLAIMER: This electronic e-mail messagi 
addressed and may contain Information tha; 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified 
sanction. Please notify the sender, by elj 
Thank you. 


ti 



tached files contain information intended for exclusive use of the individual or entity to whom it is 
notary, privileged, confidential and/or prohibited from disclosure under New Zealand law. If you are not the 
V viewing, copying, disclosure or distribution of this information may be subject to legal restriction or 
mail or telephone, of any unintended recipients and delete the original message without making any copies. 


ATTACHED FILES DISCLAIMER: The im^napitlon is made available on the understanding that the Sandbox Consulting and Its employees and agents shall have no 
liability (including but not limftlt^ liability by reason of negligence) to the users for any loss, damage, cost or expense incurred or arising by reason of any 
person using or relying on the^fomiation and whether caused by any error, omission or misrepresentation in the Information or otherwise. While the 
information is considered and correct at the date of publication, changes in circumstances after the time of publication may affect the accuracy of the 

Information. The inform at^jj^'^y change without notice and Sandbox Consulting LTD is not in any way liable for the accuracy of any information printed and 
stored by a user. 




From: B|j>njara (mailto:Brian.Sara@nzta.govt.nz] 
Sent: 20 October 2017 4:49 PM 

TtfrMi(j3@thesandbox.co.nz 
Subi^: FW: Further request for files 
Importance: High 


1 




Hello David 




Can you please have a look at the Solid Works files in this attachment and let me know if there is sufficient 
included to support certification to NZS;5446? _ 

Os 

There is no sign of any calculations, bolting details or even photos in the PDF file but I cannot open the|SJ^?l&5. 

I don't need a full analysis at this stage - only an initial response but may require further details de)>^jj^ing on what 
is in the files. 


Regards, 

Brian Sara 

Manager Vehicles - NZ Transport Agency 
DDI64 4 901 6712 M| 

From; Peter Wastney (PWE) f mailt o:pet ergiDwe.co.nzl 
Sent: Friday, 20 October 2017 4:34 p.m. 

To: Brian Sara 

^ Subject: RE: Further request for files 
Attached, I think this is all! 

Regards, 

Peter Wastney 
Peter Wastney Engineering 
224 Wakapuaka Road, RD1 
Nelson 7071 

64 3 545 0848 
Deter@pwe.co.n2 

www.pwe.co.nz 




/ 

/ 


From: Brian Sara rmailto:Brian.Sara(q)nzta.Qovyiz'| 
Sent: Friday, 20 October 2017 2:17 p.m. 

To: Peter Wastney f peter@pwe.co.nz) 


& 




Cc: Tom Logan 

Subject: Further request for files 


Hello Peter 


Further to our telephone conve\g^n a few minutes ago, attached is a document requesting a copy of a further set 
of files. 

Given you have advised tK^^fOu expect to be home around 4:00 pm today and will be able to access these, I have 
requested these be pi^i^d within 4 hours of the time of this message. 

I appreciate your a nee with this matter. 

Cq 

Vehicles 

Custome4^D^^4& Delivery Croup 


Regards, 
Brian Sara 



712 

nzta.qovt.nz W nzta.aovt.nz 

e Precinct, SO Victoria St 

6995, Wellington 6141, New Zealand 
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TRANSPORT 

AGENCY 


•,**».* 


Find the latest transport news, information, and advice on our website: 
wvw.nzta.QOvt.nz 


fidential, 


This email is only intended to be read by the named recipient. It may contain information which is confidential, 
proprietary or the subject of legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient you must delete thisf*Kmail and may 
not use any information contained in it. Legal privilege is not waived because you have read this 


O Virus-free, www avast.com 


o 



Find the latest transport news, information, and advice on our website: 
www.n 2 ta. 00 vt.nz 


M^llVfO 


This email is only intended to be read by the named recipient. It may contoii^Mormatlon which is confidential, 
proprietary or the subject of legal privilege. If you are not the intended^ifciOTt you must delete this email and may 
not use any information contained in it. Legal privilege is not waived bewyse you have read this email. 







3 















SANDBCX 


N 


U 


P 06 355 1777 M 021 829 435 E engtathesandbox.co.nz 287 Park Road. Hokowhitu. Palmerston North 4410 www.thesandbox.co 


Component 


LT400 


Comments 


Registration JWN197 - Job No 19887 


Drawbeam 


<ir 






P 




607095 

14/9/17 


Files Provided 

• LT400 Certificate 

• PWE PDS 

• Solidworks CAD/FEA model 

• Solidworks drawing file 


K 






TSlin^ox 


Comments 

Design has questionable elements - fabrication of JftS^^ox 
section? Gusset connection points. ^ 

Certification Documentation I^V 

No detailed photos of fabricated drawbe^fi^^ 

No detailed photos of drawbeam fitted rtS^ucle - bolted 
connections or welds. 

No confirmation that the correct botewJ^shers were used. 

No chassis calculations. 

No drawbeam calculations 

No vehicle layout drawing^fA^rmrm legal position. 

No FEA validation calci^ationij^ustification. 

No loading data - NZS 
No bolt load analyses. 

No weld analysis. 

FEA analysisi^^ua^ systemic faults found in original report 

• In appl ^Hprhite boundary conditions. 

• ?l 

• A\ id^ dfel reinforcing of plates. 

• insufficient detailing to allow weld analysis from FEA 

^^^Its. 

^/^^Fatigue analysis not included in provided CAD file, 
c longitudinal load in FEA file. 

Ratings 

Technical Decisions - 0 
Little proof of thorough inspection to determine compliance. 

Technical Competence - 0 

Little to no competence in the technical aspects relating to 
drawbeam design shown. 

Coftclusion 

Level of competence likely to compromise the safety of vehicle 
occupants or other road users. 


0) 


1703-792 NZTA - Job FUe Review Draft Rev 1 - JWN197 













Tom Logan 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 


Brian Sara 

Wednesday, 25 October 2017 2:55 p.m. 
Tom Logan 
Don Hutchinson 

FW: Drawbeam Review JWN197 Part 2 
SBX-19887-JWN197 Draft l.pdf 

Follow up 
Completed 








Hello Tom 


Attached is an updated document from Sandbox Consulting relating to the replacem^^Jj^rawbeam fitted to 


JWN197. 




I have discussed this with David Manley this afternoon. There is clearly insuffcietiit evidence in the certification file 
( jrovided by Peter Wastney to permit certification in accordance with NZS:5^^^ 

While in this situation, we don't have an FEA report that predicts failurK^Smon't have an FEA report that predicts 
anything at all. There is a concern relating to the requirement for en/S^i^ated nuts to secure the drawbeam, along 
with the folding of 10mm plate to form a box and questions in rel^i^^io the suitability of the side plates. 

le fild0|k^ I 

•JcF 


Based on these concerns and the lack of information in the 
drawbeam. 


have no option but to revoke the LT400 for this 


Can you please prepare the appropriate documents f( 


Regards, 

Brian Sara 

Manager Vehicles - NZ Transport Agency 
DDI64 4 901 6712 M| 


d 





/ 'rom: david(a)thesandbox.co.nz rmailto: 

Sent: Wednesday, 25 October 2017 lj69 p.m. 
To: Brian Sara 

Subject: Drawbeam Review 2 

O 


.e> 

thesandbox.co.nzj 


Hi Brian, 

Please see attached: 
SBX-19887-JWN197 
Kind regards. 


NlE/AlUC^ 


o 




DAVID MANLEya^fngSfy MEngNZ 
SENIOR CON^'CjIfe ENGINEER 

Heavy v pecialist 
Certi^c^pi^i 

2?l^n<^oacl 

Hoko^itu 


pecialist Certifier (ID DMM) 

'.ategories: HVEA, HVEQ HVEK, HVEL, HVET, HVSl, HVS2, HVPl 


1 






Palmerston North 4410 


P 06 355 1777 M 021 829 435 

www.thesandbox.co.nz 


SANDBOC 

CONSULTING 


© ENGINEERING 
NEV/ZEALANC 

omoiAu 

MEMBER 



^NAFEMS 




DISCLAIMER: This electronic e-mail message and any attached files contain information intended for exclusive use of the ini^du^or entity to whom it Is 
addressed and may contain information that is proprietary, privileged, confidential and/or prohibited from disclosure uiyiwSv Zealand law. If you are not the 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any viewing, copying, disclosure or distribution of this information i|)ay^sAject to legal restriction or 
sanction. Please notify the sender, by electronic mail or telephone, of any unintended recipients and delete the or^tNi^Ssage without making any copies. 
Thank you. 


ATTACHED FILES DISCLAIMER: The information is made available on the understanding that the Sandbox Con^ 
liability (including but not limited to liability by reason of negligence) to the users for any loss, damage, cost 
person using or relying on the information and whether caused by any error, omission or misrepresentati 
^formation is considered to be true and correct at the date of publication, changes in circumstances af] 
information. The information may change without notice and Sandbox Consulting LTD is not in any w, 
stored by a user. 


o 




safj#^ 

'(T 


d its employees and agents shall have no 
)stjfr e^Highse incurred or arising by reason of any 
information or otherwise. While the 
nT^ime of publication may affect the accuracy of the 
for the accuracy of any information printed and 
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SANDBCX 


CON 


U L T I N 


P 06 355 1777 M 021 829 435 E engiathesandbox.co.nz 287 Park Road, Hokowhitu, Palmerston North 4410 www.thesandbox.co 


Component 


Registration JWN197 - Job No 19887 


Drawbeam 


LT400 


Comments 


607095 

14/9/17 



Files Provided 

• LT400 Certificate 

• PWE PDS 

• Solidworks CAD/FEA model 

• Solidworks drawing file 

Comments 

Design has questionable elements - fabrication ofjffl^rTlbox 
section? Gusset connection points. ^ 

Certification Documentation 

No detailed photos of fabricated drawbeM^i/ 

No detailed photos of drawbeam fitted KllS^^icle - bolted 
connections or welds. 

No confirmation that the correct botej^shers were used. 

No chassis calculations. 

No drawbeam calculations 

No vehicle layout drawing^fB^mirm legal position. 

No FEA validation calci^ation^ustification. 

No loading data - NZS 55*1^ 

No bolt load analyses. 

No weld analysis. 

FEA analysisinduW^ systemic faults found in original report 

• Inapy^pmte boundary conditions. 

• P- 

• Atifipfcl reinforcing of plates. 

• Insufficient detailing to allow weld analysis from FEA 
^^ults. 

^/^^Patigue analysis not included in provided CAD file. 


No static longitudinal load in FEA file. 


Ratings 

■JZ* Technical Decisions - 0 

Little proof of thorough inspection to determine compliance. 








Co 


h 




Technical Competence - 0 

Little to no competence in the technical aspects relating to 
drawbeam design shown. 

Conclusion 

Level of competence likely to compromise the safety of vehicle 
occupants or other road users. 


1703-792 NZTA - Job FUe Re\aew Draft Rev 1 - JWN197 













Tom Logan 


S7 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Hi Brian, 


david@thesandbox.co.nz 
Wednesday, 25 October 2017 1:59 p.m. 
Brian Sara 

Drawbeam Review JWN197 Part 2 
SBX-19887-JWN197 Draft l.pdf 




Please see attached: 

SBX-19887-JWN197 

Kind regards, 

DAVID MANLEY BE, MEngSt, MEngNZ 
SENIOR CONSULTING ENGINEER 

Heavy Vehicle Specialist Certifier (ID DMM) 

Certification Categories: HVEA, HVEC, HVEK, HVEL, HVET, HVSl, HVS2, HVPl 


r 


& 


287 Park Road 
Hokowhitu 

Palmerston North 4410 


P 06 355 1777 M 021 829 435 

www.thesandbox.co.nz 

SANDBCX 


CON 

® NE 


u 


ENGINEERINQ 
NEW ZEALAND 


DISCLAIMER: This electronic e-mail message and^ 
addressed and may contain information th 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified 
sanction. Please notify the sender, by electrl 
Thank you. 



/ 

/ 


iched files contain information intended for exclusive use of the individual or entity to whom it is 
Itary, privileged, confidential and/or prohibited from disclosure under New Zealand law. If you are not the 
Viewing, copying, disclosure or distribution of this information may be subject to legal restriction or 
^il or telephone, of any unintended recipients and delete the original message without making any copies. 


ATTACHED FILES DISCLAIMER: The infoT^Mwn is made available on the understanding that the Sandbox Consulting and its employees and agents shall have no 
liability (including but not limited to^^jjjJy by reason of negligence) to the users for any loss, damage, cost or expense Incurred or arising by reason of any 
person using or relying on the^^ormation and whether caused by any error, omission or misrepresentation in the information or otherwise. While the 
information is considered to t^/trTl^nd correct at the date of publication, changes in circumstances after the time of publication may affect the accuracy of the 
information. The informatioo^l^l^idnge without notice and Sandbox Consulting LTD is not in any way liable for the accuracy of any information printed and 
stored by a user. 
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SANDBO( 


CONSULTING 
P 06 355 1777 M 021 829 435 E engiathesar>dbox.co.n 2 287 Park Road. Hokowhitu. Palmerston North 4410 www.thesandbox.co 


Component 


Registration ^N197 - Job No 19887 


Drawbeam 


LT400 


Comments 


607095 

14/9/17 


Files Provided 

• LT400 Certificate 

• PWE PDS 

• Solidworks CAD/FEA model 

• Solidworks drawing file 


K 




CT 


iSklDOX 


Comments 

Design has questionable elements - fabrication ofi5\3kiDOx 
section? Gusset connection points. 


Certification Documentation 




No detailed photos of fabricated drawbeaffl^" 

No detailed photos of drawbeam fitted^^thicle - bolted 
connections or welds. 

ecibrftSjN^s 

t^ipnfi 


Sshers were used. 


IcH^tion 


No confirmation that the corn 
No chassis calculations. 

No drawbeam calculations 

No vehicle layout drawin^^^pnfirm legal position. 

No FEA validation calcHjatioi^ustification 
No loading data - NZS 
No bolt load analysis. 

No weld analysis. 

FEA analysi^wJ™ systemic faults found in original report 
In^fimreu^te boundary conditions, 
or nwsh. 

Ahitima] reinforcing of plates. 

• y^f^sufficient detailing to allow weld analysis from FEA 

V^^lts. 

^^^^Fatigue analysis not included in provided CAD file. 
No static longitudinal load in FEA file. 






a? 


:C:" 








<> 


S Ratings 
Technical Decisions - 0 

Little proof of thorough inspection to determine compliance. 
Technical Competence - 0 

Little to no competence in the technical aspects relating to 
drawbeam design shown. 

Conclusion 

Level of competence likely to compromise the safety of vehicle 
occupants or other road users. _ 


S' 


p) 
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andard/rute certified to 


General drawing number U) 


Supporting documents 



Special conditions Copttoffo/; 


Certification expiry date uf oi)uin.oOic) 


Declaration 


Hubodometer reading comes fust) 

□□□□□□□□ 


Designer's ID Of dtfjtnent from tr>specfor below) 

C7- 


I the undersigned, declare that I ^l^lTeavy vehicle specialist 
inspector identified and I hold ^l|g^nt valid appointment. I 
certify that the above men ^y d vehicle component's design. 


Inspector's 


manufacture and installati^ 
in all respects with the I 
Compliance 2002 and I 
knowledge the inforg 
and correct. 


this certification complies 
isport Rule: Vehicle Standards 
ipointment. To the best of my 
fontained in the certificate is true 


Inspector's name (printin 


. ^/IST'/^ix 


Number 



nspector ID 


CoF vehicle inspector signature 


All fields are mandatory unless otherwise stated 


Ne w Zealand Government 


Form ID | LT400 


Version No. 06/16 































































Peter Wastney Engineering PDS - Certification 

ID PW 

Operating from 224 Main Road, Wakapuaka, R. D. 1, Nelson 
Job Number 5775- 

Vehicle details ^ 3 0 ^ 

o 




S' 




d- 




Identity of Owner 
Measurements, and other factors relevant to the Certification 


Factors to be taken into account in the design. 


Relevant Standards and guidelines 


Design and detailed Drawings 5775- 


fj!^s 


Assumptions and Calculations 


Materials and fabrication methods 


Critical matters assessed during 

ih/Vn 

Reasons for refusing 

When the vehicle ii^^llied , that that is certified is within safe tolerance of the relevant specifications 
to ii^^^|feand ^^^^^^rocess 


Inspection Dates 


Time taken 
Signed 
Date 






/ 


7 declJ^^pit I am a Heavy Vehicle Specialist Certifier - Engineer and / hold a current valid 
app^f^^nt. / certify that this vehicle component design and this certification comply in ail respects 
Land Transport Rule: Vehicle Standards Compliance 1998: my Deed of Appointment and 

^b^cal 


Icable requirements. To the best of my knowledge the hrformation contained in this certificate is 
and correct ." 













840 


Folded 10 PI. 
to 300x170 section 




11 

ti 


300 


210x12 PI, 600 Long. 
14 160 Gd 8.8 Bolts 
4 Nuts encapsulated 

Chassis 




30 


10 


360 




220 




l(onstiltino engmeertim 

Draft 


PETER WASTNEY ENGINEER^b 

222 Wakapuaka Rd ..ZSt 

RD 1, Nelson C/\ 

As wilt 


140 


170 


\-^ 250 ►] 


SECTION B-B 


I LTD 


Job 


Welds to Category SP of AS/NZS 1554. Chassis web bolts to be in centre 66% of chassis rail depth 

Scale Checked/Date: Approved/Date: 


www.pwe.co.nz 

Design 


5775 - 19887 
Drawbeam - Aratuna 
Iveco Crane truck JWN 197 
30,000kg MTM Rating 


1:10 


Drawn by 
PLW 


Date 

Aug 2017 


Sheet 
1 Of 1 


320x 180x10 PI 


Fabricated Draw 
137 kN D Value 
Coupling 



























































































Tom Logan 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Brian Sara 

Wednesday, 25 October 2017 6:37 p.m. 

David Manley 
Tom Logan 

Fwd: Certification investigation update 

image001.jpg; image002.jpg; image003.jpg; image004.jpg; imagedH^pg; 
part.l8584-fatigue 19887-results-stressl.jpg; part.l8584-fatigue ^8|^esults- 
factor of safetyl.jpg: part.l8584-sideload 19887-results-stre: 




tigue ^8^ 


Hello David 


We revoked the certification for JWN197 today and advised Mr Wastney of our act^ 
further information. Can you please provide comment on the further information. ^ 

/ 

From: Tom Logan <Tom.Logan(5)nzta.govt.nz > 

Date: 25 October 2017 at 6:22:55 PM NZDT 
To: Brian Sara < Brian.Sara(5)nzta.govt.nz > ^ i 

Subject: Fwd: Certification investigation upd<fe«^^ 

1 believe that we should ask David comment on this. 






equently he has supplied 


Regards 
Brian Sara 

( JZTA Manager Vehicles 
DDI: 04 901 6712 

Begin forwarded message: 


-Original message 

From: "Peter Wastney (PWE)!^ 
Date: 25/10/17 16:50 (GMT 
To: Tom Logan < Tom.Logyi@ 


Peter Wastne; 
Peter Wastne' 
224 Wakapua ^ 
Nelson 707|^^ 

64 3 54d&^ 
peterdti^ tye ** 

uyfisro 




%pwe.co.nz> 


!ta.govt.nz > 


Subject: RE: Certificationjj^stigation update 
These are plots for JWN^S^perived from the analysis forwarded to you! 
Regards, 


jineering 
bad, RD1 


i.co.nz 


r.co.nz 




Tom Logan ('mailto:Tom.Loqan(ainzta.qovt.nz1 

Nbsnt: 


Wednesday, 25 October 2017 3:53 p.m. 

'o: Peter Wastney (PWE) < peter@pwe.co.nz > f peter@pwe.co.nz ) 
Subject: FW: Certification investigation update 


1 















c 


Hi Peter, 

For your information and records, I have attached copies of letters sent to vehicle owners advising 
them of the revocation of six of your drawbeam certifications. 


Regards, 

Tom. 


From: Tom Logan 

Sent: Thursday, 19 October 2017 2:48 p.m. 

To: Peter Wastney (PWE) < peter@pwe.co.nz > f peter@pwe.co.nz ) 

Cc: Brian Sara 

Subject: Certification investigation update 
Hi Peter, 

I am emailing to advise you of the status of our investigation into your 





ition activities. 


eptember 2017, which 
ave determined that 
certification decision to be 
do not comply with 


We have now reviewed the 14 certification files you provided to us oi 
included having someone access the SolidWorks files on our behalf 
none of the 14 files you provided contained sufficient detail to en 
made, and five of them had FEA information that predicted fail 
requirements (stress past the yield point). 

We plan to revoke five of these certifications, as indicated g^^iij^attached summary, and will 
write to the vehicle owners advising them of this. We considering what action we need to 

take for the remainder, it is likely at this stage we wiU nee^to revoke them as well. We are also 
considering what further investigation we need to tak^*i^espect to any other certifications you 
have made. 

O' 


Regards, 

Tom. 


Tom Logan Senior Advisor 

Intervention Surety 
E tom.logan@nzta.govt.nz , W nzta.govt.n. 

National Office Victoria Arcade, 50 Viet 
Private Bag 6995, Wellington 6141, 




eet, 


Find the lates 
wvyw.nzta.q 


jsport news, information, and advice on our website: 


This em^^only intended to be read by the named recipient. It may contain information which is 
confic^^™!, proprietary or the subject of legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient you 

5te this email and may not use any information contained in it. Legal privilege is not waived 
you have read this email. 




<ir 




2 



























o 


Virus-free, www avast.com 
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Model name: Part .18584 
Study name: Fatigue 19887 
Plot type; Static nodal stress Stressi 
Deformation scale; 178.768 


14.1 
0.0 

Yield strength: 220.6 








Model name: Part .18584 

Study name: Fatigue 19887 

Plot type: Factor of Safety Factor of Safetyl 

Criterion Automatic 

Red < FOS - 4 < Blue 



A 











Model name: Part .18584 
Study name: sideload 19887 
Plot type: Static nodal siress Stressi 
Deformation scale: 180.148 



X 






Tom Logan 




From; 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 


David Manley <david@thesandbox.co.nz> 

Wednesday, 20 September 2017 10:30 a.m. 

Tom Logan 

Brian Sara 

Re: P Wastney Files 


Hi Brian, Tom 

I managed to download the files. There are several designs which are concerning due to: 
-Geometry 
-Stress raisers 

-Model outputs - stress levels 
-Weld positions 




5 - 


Regards 

David 


Sent from my iPhone 


/ 


On 19/09/2017, at 11:53 AM, Tom Logan < Tom.Logan(S)nzta.eovt?hi^S rote: 

Hi David, attached are the electronic files provided b yesterday. 

On his LT400 there is a drawing number reference^Tlt|r seems to be like a job number and is 
what links the file. 


Tom. 


From: Brian Sara 
Sent: Tuesday, 19 September 2017 1:26 p 
To: david@thesandbox.co. nz 
Cc: Tom Logan 
Subject: P Wastney Files 


& 




Hello David 




Yesterday we issued a sCKoi^i^n notice to Peter Wastney and uplifted a further 14 files relating to 
10 vehicles to be assessM^part of this investigation. We have had a look at the hard copies of the 
files and they have sirffflb^ content to the drawbeam file you reviewed for us. We also have some 
electronic files whict[^« would like you to review and let us know the following details: 




1. Is theft^fficient documentation available in the files (hard copy & electronic) to be 
consid^rffl a complete certification file? 

: anything that suggests (without fully analysing the files) that the certification is 
lilfely to comply with the appropriate standard. 

^n^p^ have a preliminary overview, we will assess the next steps. 

^^11 get Tom Logan who is assisting with this investigation to forward copies of the files to you for 


ur assessment. 


1 





( 


Regards, 

Brian Sara / Manager Vehicles 

Customer Design & Delivery Croup 
DDI 64 4 901 671 2 

E brian.sara(g>nzta.qovt.n 2 W nzta.qovt.nz 

Chews Lane Precinct, 50 Victoria St 

Private Bag 6995, Wellington 6141, New Zealand 

<lmage001 .Jpg> 
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Find the latest transport news, information, and advice on our website: 
wvw.nzta.qovt.nz 

This email is only intended to be read by the named recipient. It may contain infori^^^h which is 
confidential, proprietary or the subject of legal privilege. If you are not the inten^?h|ecipient you 
must delete this email and may not use any information contained in it. Legi^tim^ge is not waived 
because you have read this email. 

<19770.xlsx> 

<Part.l5000.SLDDRW> 

<Part.l8381.SLDPRT> 

<Part.l9467.SLDDRW> 

<Part.l9501.SLDDRW> 

<Part.l9770.SLDDRW> 

<Part.l9770.SLDPRT> 

<Part.l9772.SLDDRW> 

<Part.l9787.SLDDRW> 

<Part.l9848.SLDDRW> 

<Stabilityl9770.SLDDRW> 

<part. 15000-fatigue-results-stressl/pe; 

<X.BAT> 

<part. 1 SOOO-fatigue-results-f^it^tjf safety! .jpg> 

<part. 15000-fatigue-results4^tor of safety2.jpg> 

<part. 15000-side loadtfe^^-stress 1. j pg> 

<part. 18381 -fatigue-r^^^])S-stressl .jpg> 

<X.BAT> 

<part. 18381 -fatigi^^esults-factor of safetyl .jpg> 

<part. 18381 -«tJdoad-results-stressl .jpg> 

<part. 1 SSOIItSft^e-results-stressl .jpg> 

<paiyft<Dl -fatigue-results-factor of safetyl .jpg> 

.501 -sideload-results-stressl .jpg> 

.18619-fatigue-results-stress 1 .jpg> 

'^.BAT> 




1 > 


<part. 18619-fatigue-results-factor of safetyl Jpg> 


2 









( 


<part. 18619-sideload-results-stressl .jpg> 
<part.l9787-fatigue-results-factor of safetyl.jpg> 

<part. 19787-fatigue-results-stressl .jpg> 

<X.BAT> 

<part. 19787-sideload-results-stressl .jpg> 

<part 10771 -fatigue 19772-results-stress 1 .jpg> 
<X.BAT> 

<partl 0771 -fatigue 19772-results-factor of safetyl .jpg> 
<partl 0771 -sideload 19772-results-stress 1 .jpg> 

<partl 1537-fatigue 17524-results-stressl.jpg> 
<X.BAT> 

<partl 1537-fatigue 17524-results-factor of safetyl .jpg> 
<partl 1537-sideload 17524-results-stressl.jpg> 
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Tom Logan 

From: 

david@thesandbox.co.nz 

Sent: 

Thursday, 26 October 2017 9:47 a.m. 

To: 

Brian Sara 

Cc: 

Tom Logan 

Subject: 

RE: Certification investigation update 




Hi Brian, Tom, 

Garbage in garbage out 




d- 




are reviewing the presented job file, not building it for the engineer. 


The engineer did not supply these FEA printouts with the job files. However I reviewed/R^olidworks FEA file, and 
the statements made in the PRS review include the FEA results. We did not generat^^P^TOreenshots because we 

/ 


FEA analysis include systemic faults found in original report 

• Inappropriate boundary conditions. 

• Poor mesh. 

• Artificial reinforcing of plates. 

• Insufficient detailing to allow weld analysis from FEA 

• Fatigu e analysi s not includ e d in provid e d CA&fil e . Pictu|i^S^w provided, but the result is built on the 
incorrect material model and noted FEA faults. 

• No s t ft t i c - lon g kiKl i nal load in - FEA fi l^ . Pictures now but show above noted systemic faults. 


The engineer has not demonstrated any inspection was carri 
provided to show the drawing represents the fabricated itSn^^ 




on the Drawbeam; there is not one photo 


nade the: S<C**''* 
\ by th^fSTtenty 


drawbeam is or is not compliant with NZS5446; it is an 


Please note the PRS review is not a statement of whe< 
assessment of whether the engineer has made 

• Correct technical decision, by tiyf8Tl||^ inspecting the certified item, 

• Correct technical competence -i ^thg ^ suitable detail in the design to support compliance 

• Correct technical equipment 

( 

JAVID MANLEY BE, MEngSt, MEngNZ 

is. 


Kind regards, 


SENIOR CONSULTING ENGINEER 


Heavy Vehicle Specialist Certifier (i 
Certification Categories: HVEA, HVi 


287 Park Road 
Hokowhitu 
Palmerston North 4410 


P 06 355 1777 M 

www.thesand 




HVEL, HVET, HVSl, HVS2, HVPl 





NAFEMS 



1 







DISCLAIMER: This elecironic e-mail message and any attached files contain Information intended for exclusive use of the individual or entity to whom it 
addressed and may contain information that is proprietary, privileged, confidential and/or prohibited from disclosure under New Zealand law. If you ari 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any viewing, copying, disclosure or distribution of this information may be subject to legal restrictioj^^ I 

sanction. Please notify the sender, by electronic mail or telephone, of any unintended recipients and delete the original message without making 
Thank you. 




Ox 


ATTACHED FILES DISCLAIMER: The information is made available on the understanding that the Sandbox Consulting and its employees and aj 
liability (including but not limited to liability by reason of negligence) to the users for any loss, damage, cost or expense incurred or arising b^ 
person using or relying on the information and whether caused by any error, omission or misrepresentation in the information or otherwise. While the 
information is considered to be true and correct at the date of publication, changes In circumstances after the time of publication may the accuracy of the 


iif^s sh 


lave no 
of any 


stored by a user. 
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From: Brian Sara [mailto:Brian.Sara@nzta.govt.nz] 
Sent: Wednesday, 25 October 2017 6:37 PM 
To: David Manley <david@thesandbox.co.nz> 

Cc: Tom Logan <Tom.Logan@nzta.govt.nz> 
Subject: Fwd: Certification investigation update 

Hello David 


/ 


We revoked the certification for JWN197 today and advised Mr Wastnej^ our action. Subsequently he has supplied 
further information. Can you please provide comment on the fuiUj^rinformation. 

Regards 
Brian Sara 

NZTA Manager Vehicles 
DDI: 04 901 6712 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Tom Logan < Tom.Logan@nztaj^t .nz> 

Date: 25 October 2017 at 6:22:55 PmSwOT 
To: Brian Sara < Brian.Sara@nzt^j&^^z > 

( Subject: Fwd: Certification invesHB^on update 



I believe that we should ask 


Manley to comment on this. 


.Original mess^i?^— 

From: "Peter WastrtSi^J^WE)" < peter@Dwe.co.nz > 

Date: 25/10/17 ie^S04('GMT+12:00) 

To: Tom Loga^ ^om.Logan@nzta.eovt.nz > 

Subject: RE: CamJIcation investigation update 

These aij^l^ for JWN 197 derived from the analysis forwarded to you! 
Rega^^ 


Rega^ 




astney 

/Hmct Wastney Engineering 
Wakapuaka Road, RD1 


telson 7071 


2 









( 


64 3 545 0848 
peter@pwe.co.nz 

www.pwe.co.nz 

From: Tom Logan F mailto:T 0 m.L 0 Qan@nzta.a 0 vt.n 2 l 
Sent: Wednesday, 25 October 2017 3:53 p.m. 

To: Peter Wastney (PWE) < peter@pwe.c 0 .n 2 > Fpeter@pwe.co.nz'> 
Subject: FW: Certification investigation update 

Hi Peter, 




For your information and records, I have attached copies of letters sent to vehicle O' 
them of the revocation of six of your drawbeam certifications. 


Regards, 

Tom. 


From: Tom Logan i/V 

Sent: Thursday, 19 October 2017 2:48 p.m. 

To: Peter Wastney (PWE) < peter@pwe.co.nz > f peter@pwe.co.nz1 
Cc: Brian Sara 

vd 

I am emailing to advise you of the status of our investig^h^lnto your certification activities. 

We have now reviewed the 14 certification files you o^^m^d to us on 18 September 2017, which 
included having someone access the SolidWorks Qle^on^ur behalf. We have determined that 
none of the 14 files you provided contained sufficidh^iKail to enable a certification decision to be 
made, and five of them had FEA information tjiat^r^cted failure and do not comply with 
reouirements ^stress nast the vield oointV 

We plan to revoke five of these certificatipa^Si^ndicated on the attached summary, and will 
write to the vehicle owners advising thefTofVis. We are still considering what action we need to 
take for the remainder; it is likely at thi^ijg^ we will need to revoke them as well. We are also 
considering what further investigatlonjye need to take in respect to any other certifications you 
have made. 

Regards, 

Tom. 


Subject: Certification investigation update 


HI Peter, 


Tom Logan Senior Ad 
Intervention Surety 
E tom.loQan@nzta.qovt.n^ 

National Office Victoi 
Private Bag 6995, Well? 


a 

fi^rfede, ! 

elli^l^i^ 6141, 



zta.qovt.nz 
50 Victoria Street, 
New Zealand 






X 

X 

a 


the latest transport news, information, and advice on our website: 
.nzta.Qovt.nz 
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This email is only intended to be read by the named recipient. It may contain information which is 
confidential, proprietary or the subject of legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient you 
must delete this email and may not use any information contained in it. Legal privilege is not waived 
because you have read this email. 
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Virus-free, www avast.com 
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Find the latest transport news, information, and advice on our website: 
www.nzta.a 0 vt.n 2 






r 
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This email is only intended to be read by the named recipient. It may contain j^Sqnation which is confidential, 

^ iroprietary or the subject of legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipj^ntPu niust delete this email and may 
not use any information contained in it. Legal privilege is not waived becau«^you have read this email. 
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Tom Logan 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Tom Logan 

Wednesday, 25 October 2017 3:51 p.m. 

Peter Wastney (PWE) <peter@pwe.co.nz> (peter@pwe.co.nz) 
Brian Sara 

RE: Certification investigation update 
Letter_HVSC_Revocation_Aratuna Freighters 25OCT2017.pdf; 
Letter_HVSC_Revocation_Aratuna Freighters 200CT2017.pdf; 
Letter_HVSC_Revocation_Renwick Transport 200CT2017.pdf 




Hi Peter, 






(S' 


For your information and records, I have attached copies of letters sent to vehicle ewfcraadvising them of the 
revocation of six of your drawbeam certifications. 


Regards, 

Tom. 


( 


From: Tom Logan 

Sent: Thursday, 19 October 2017 2:48 p.m. 

To: Peter Wastney (PWE) < Deter@Dwe.co.nz > f Deter@Dwe.co.nz 
Cc: Brian Sara 

Subject: Certification investigation update 


Hi Peter, 

I am emailing to advise you of the status of our invest 


We have now reviewed the 14 certification files yo 
someone access the SolidWorks files on our beh 
contained sufficient detail to enable a certificati 
predicted failure and do not comply with require 



into your certification activities. 


fed to us on 18 September 2017, which included having 
►have determined that none of the 14 files you provided 
|sion to be made, and five of them had FEA information that 
(stress past the yield point). 


( 


We plan to revoke five of these certificationsjl 
owners advising them of this. We are still/ 
at this stage we will need to revoke the 
3ke in respect to any other certificatior 

Regards, 

Tom. 


Tom Logan Senior Advisor, 

Intervention Surety 
E tom.loqan^nzta.Qovt.nz v\" 



dicated on the attached summary, and will write to the vehicle 
ering what action we need to take for the remainder; It is likely 
fell. We are also considering what further investigation we need to 
have made. 


National Office Victor!^ 
Private Bag 6995, Wellu 


je, 50 Victoria Street, 
>141, New Zealand 


Expect 


trains at 

f-v 

any time 

Mi 


•LOOK 

:.4*tOR 

TRAINS 






ORT 


oo 


You 

(23 


1 













TRANSPORT 

AGENCY 


WAKA KOTAHI 

25 October 2017 


Aratuna Freighters Limited 
PO Box 21, 

Creymouth 7805 



NATIONAL OFFll 

50 Victoria ! 
Private Bag 
Welling 

Nev^>i&i^Jnd 
T64f 
F 64 4 89^6100 
govt.nz 


Dear 

Advice of revocation of heavy vehicle specialist certification 




Following a review of the certification file relating to the certification in the table belov/TTl^ NZ Transport Agency 
has determined that there was insufficient evidence within the certification file to sdaoWtA certification decision. 


Land Transport Rule: Heavy Vehicles 2004 
4.4 Drawbeams and towbars 
4.4(1) A drawbeam fitted to a vehicle used in a combination must, unless 4.2, 
NZS 5446. 

NZS 5446 requires that the stresses in the drawbeam structure do not ex<?li^ 
however there is no evidence in the file that stress has been calculatr'^ 



4.4(2) applies, comply with 


0%of material's yield strength, 


LT400 

Registration Number 

Certification 


607095 

JWN197 

Drawbeam 

6F2SKAfOH(Jpi30005 


Consequently, under delegated authority of Section 11.3(1)C 
Compliance 2002 and in conjunction with Section 8.6(3^ LaT 
is hereby revoking the Heavy Vehicle Specialist Certifica^ 


id Transport Rule; Vehicle Standards 
fansport Rule: Heavy Vehicles 2004, the Agency 
^400) for your vehicle. 


Jitional permits, certificates of loading, and records 


Land Transport Rule: Vehicle Standards ComplU 
11.3 Revocation of evidence of vehicle inspect| 
of determination 

11.3(1) The Agency may revoke, by giving wriiTen^Ttoffte to a vehicle’s operator, evidence of vehicle Inspection or 
a conditional permit or a record of determina^n lyued under this rule if the Agency Is satisfied, on reasonable 
grounds, that: 

(b) the evidence of vehicle Inspectic^or permit or record of determination was issued on the basis of an 
incorrect determination. 

Land Transport Rule: Heavy VehicJ^'^Oihl 

( 8.6 Functions and powers of the Agu^ 

8.6(3) The Agency may, by giving wrltte?f^notice, revoke a record of determination that a specific aspect of a 
vehicle complies with applicable rt^i^rements, if the Agency is satisfied on reasonable grounds that the specific 
aspect does not comply with aaffit^e requirements. 

If your vehicle is to resume operation, it is likely that it will need to be modified to comply with the Heavy 

Vehicles Rule’s requirememVnfiJardlng drawbeams. As the owner of the vehicles, any work required to bring the 
vehicle back to complian^wUJ need to be managed by you. 

A copy of this notifica^jonVlII also be sent to the certifier, Peter Wastney of Peter Wastney Engineering Ltd., 
Nelson. If you h^e an^fuestions, please feel free to contact me 













/ 




TRANSPORT 

AGENCY 


WAKA KOTAHI 

20 October 2017 


Aratuna Freighters Limited 
PO Box 21, 

Creymouth 7805 

Dear I 

Advice of revocation of heavy vehicle specialist certifications 

Following a review of the certification files relating to the certifications In 
Agency has determined that there was evidence within those certification 
drawbeams do not in fact meet the required standard. 

Land Transport Rule: Heavy Vehicles 2004 
4.4 Drawbeams and towbars 

4.4(1) A drawbeam fitted to a vehicle used in a combination must, unless 
NZS 5446. 

NZS 5446 requires that the stresses in the drawbeam structure do not 
and in each of the files there was evidence that this yield strength 


NATIONAL OFFIi 
SO Victoria 
Private Bai 





WellingMfM^ 

Nevl^|(liy)i 

T 64 


nd 
^00 

F64 4 8^6100 
F.nzta.govt.nz 


w^mr.nzta 

5 - 




the table beldff^^ NZ Transport 
files that tf^^ujilte 


suggests the 



r 4.4(2) applies, comply with 


60% of material’s yield strength, 
ded. 


LT400 

Registration Number 

Certification 

VIN 

348824 


Drawbeam 


476767 


Drawbeam 


524109 

■m 

Drawbeam 


580066 


Drawbeam 



Consequently, under delegated authority of Sectic 
Compliance 2002 and In conjunction with Section 
is hereby revoking the Heavy Vehicle Specialist 


^^§(^)(b). Land Transport Rule: Vehicle Standards 
LbNi Land Transport Rule: Heavy Vehicles 2004, the Agency 
ation (LT400) for your vehicles. 


Land Transport Rule: Vehicle Standards Com|4j[^ce 2002 
11.3 Revocation of evidence of vehicle i nf ection, conditional permits, certificates of loading, and records 
of determination /v | 

11.3(1) The Agency may revoke, by givimVtollen notice to a vehicle's operator, evidence of vehicle Inspection or 
a conditional permit or a record of d^»rmKation issued under this rule if the Agency Is satisfied, on reasonable 
grounds, that; 

(b) the evidence of vehicle inspNRii 
incorrect determination. 

i^es 2004 
Agency 

/ing written notice, revoke a record of determination that a specific aspect of a 
Terequirements, if the Agency is satisfied on reasonable grounds that the specific 
applicable requirements. 


tion or permit or record of determination was issued on the basis of an 


Land Transport Rule: Heav 
8.6 Functions and powers j 
8.6(3) The Agency may, by ( 
vehicle complies with ap^ 
aspect does not compl\ 



If your vehicles are to"Ns^me towing operation. It is likely that they will need to be modified to comply with the 
Heavy Vehicles R^JiJs requirements regarding drawbeams. As the owner of the vehicles, any work required to 
bring the vehiclefcacWto compliance will need to be managed by you. 


A copy of this! 
Nelson. If^ 



cation will also be sent to the certifier, Peter Wastney of Peter Wastney Engineering Ltd., 
e any questions, please feel free to contact me. 




















TRANSPORT 

AGENCY 


WAKA KOTAHI 


20 October 2017 


Fenwick Transport Limited 
PO Box 48216 
Renwick 7243 


Dearl 


NATIONAL OFFICI 
50 Victoria StQ 
Private Bag 6 
WellingtOj 
New 
T 64 4 

F 64 4 894^00 
wwW^^^govt.nz 



Advice of revocation of heavy vehicle specialist certifications 


o 

Cp 


Following a review of the certification file relating to the certification in the table NZ Transport 

Agency has determined that there was evidence within that certification file that i^^^lirate suggests the 
drawbeam does not In fact meet the required standard. 


Land Transport Rule: Heavy Vehicles 2004 
4.4 Drawbeams and towbars 






4.4(1) A drawbeam fitted to a vehicle used In a combination must, unless or 4.4(2) applies, comply 

with NZS 5446. 

NZS 5446 requires that the stresses in the drawbeam structure do ng^^ceed 60% of material’s yield strength, 
and in the file there was evidence that this yield strength was exceiSS^ 


LT400 

Registration Number 

Certification 


602651 


Drawbeam ^ 



Consequently, under delegated authority of Section 11 
Compliance 2002 and in conjunction with Section 
Agency is hereby revoking the Heavy Vehicle Spe 



, Land Transport Rule: Vehicle Standards 
d Transport Rule; Heavy Vehicles 2004, the 
rtificatlon (LT400) for your vehicle. 


2002 


conditional permits, certificates of loading, and 


Land Transport Rule: Vehicle Standards Coc 
11.3 Revocation of evidence of vehicle insRCtiod 
records of determination 

11.3(1) The Agency may revoke, by giving wdtten notice to a vehicle’s operator, evidence of vehicle Inspection 
or a conditional permit or a record of detefiii^tion issued under this rule if the Agency is satisfied, on 
reasonable grounds, that; 

(b) the evidence of vehicle Ifj^fctiah or permit or record of determination was issued on the basis of 
an incorrect determination. 


Land Transport Rule: Heavy Veh^^s 2004 
8.6 Functions and powers of tW^A^ncy 

8.6(3) The Agency may, by en^^^j ^ itten notice, revoke a record of determination that a specific aspect of a 
vehicle complies with applicmS^equirements, If the Agency is satisfied on reasonable grounds that the 
specific aspect does not cjjipiBb^with applicable requirements. 

If your vehicle is to resuj^^pwlng operation, it Is likely that it will need to be modified to comply with the 
Heavy Vehicles Rule’s^qWements regarding drawbeams. As the owner of the vehicle, any work required to 
bring the vehicle JjackrS^ompliance will need to be managed by you. 


A copy of this nol 
Nelson, if you 


Yours sine 



on will also be sent to the certifier, Peter Wastney of Peter Wastney Engineering Ltd., 
ny questions, please feel free to contact me. 


















Tom Logan 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

T racking: 


Hi Peter, 


- nr 

Tom Logan 

Thursday, 2 November 2017 12:17 p.m. 

Peter Wastney (PWE) <peter@p\we.co.nz> {peter@pwe.co.nz) 

Brian Sara ^ 

Request for your comments regarding certification file issues identified 
Letter - P Wastney - request for explanation - 2 Nov - 2017.pdf 

Delivered: 2/11/2017 12:17 i^m.CTwaci: 2/11/2017 12:46 p.m. 


Redpient 

Peter Wastney (PWE) 
< peter@pwe.co.nz> 
(peter@pwe.c 0 .n 2 ) 

Brian Sara 


Delivery 


Read 




attached is a letter requesting your comments as part of our Investigation^ 
certification activities. 


As per the letter, please reply by 27 November 2017 at the latest so 
account. 


Regards, 

Tom. 


Tom Logan Senior Advisor 

Intervention Surety 
P 04 894 5083 

E tom.loqan@nzta.qovt.nz / W nzta.qovt.nz 

National Office Victoria Arcade, 50 Victoria Street, 
Private Bag 6995, Wellington 6141 . New Zealand 








ur heavy vehicle specialist 


I ur comments can be taken into 




TRANSPORT 

AGENCY 
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TRANSPORT 

AGENCY 


WAKA KOTAHI 


lb' 


2 November 2017 
Mr P L Wastney 

Peter Wastney Engineering Ltd 

222 Wakapuaka Road 

RDl 

NELSON 

Dear Mr Wastney 


NATIONAL OFFI 

50 Victoria Sti 
Private 6a^6^^ 
WeliingtorVgJ^K^ 
Nevyi^laiw 
T 64 4 fifeTVoO 
F 894 6100 
ovt.nz 


0 / 




64^894 

!& 


HEAVY VEHICLE SPECIALIST CERTIFICATION: Request for i 

Thank you for providing to the NZ Transport Agency your full^Viij^tion files including the LT400, 
and/or Statements of Design Compliance (SODC), and all suai^hng documentation including any 
electronic files, as requested under various Section 198 tora^to you from Brian Sara, Manager 
Vehicles. 


X 


You have previously advised, in an email dated 2^ S ber 2017, that LT400 554622 was issued in 
error to a non-compliant vehicle. Partly based oorffh^ a Senior Adjucator made the decision to 
immediately suspend you as a heavy vehicle^^qeSijlj^ certifier while a further investigation into your 
certification activities could be completed./fl^Nj^H of this Investigation we have reviewed the other 15 
certification files provided to determin^i^^^ror was a one-off mistake, or potentially a systematic 
failure In your certification process. 

The 16 certification files reviewed ty^ije are the following, as supplied by you to the Transport 
Agency: 







LT400 

Regfyhi^on Number 

348824 


413739 


476767 ^ 


524109 V 


543749 


S50345 /Y 

■■■ 

554622 ^ 

JWN197 

580066 

■■ 

58009^->^ 




59^® 






W2651 


1602682 


1 607095 

JWN197 



























The certification flies requested for review were selected to focus on drawbeams. but also to cover a 
wider selection of certification categories. This was specifically done to establish if there were an 
Issues across other categories within your certification files. 




These reviews confirm that none of the certification files you provided are sufficient to base ^^tid 
certification decision on. Some seem to predict failure and yet you have proceeded to certi^l^ 
vehicle anyway. This letter is a request for you to provide comment on these findings,have 
misinterpreted your files. 




Systematic certification file issues: 

There appear to be some systematic shortfalls in all 16 of the certification 
have summarised below and would like general responses to. 


/ 

tall ^ s^< 

O' 


vided, which we 


Lack of detail photos (component or installation) 

Lack of fabrication / installation instructions 
Lack of calculations 

o Drawbeam calculations 
o Chassis / drawbeam calculations 
o Towbar calculations 
o Fifth wheel calculations 
Lack of bolt load analysis 
Lack of weld analysis 

No drawing of Fifth wheel fitment detail ^r si?cification of fitment 
Lack of welder ID and qualifications 
Lack of loading data NZS 5446 
Lack of vehicle layout drawing 
FEA analysis 

o Inappropriate boun d^ conditions, 
o Poor mesh, \y\ 


o Artificial remf^j^Tt^^ plates. 

o Insufficient to allow weld analysis from FEA results, 

o Fatigue an^sis^t included in provided CAD file. 

Specific certificatior/Tiiiyssues: 

Below are some ^OT^Jic certifications and documentation that concern us, and we would like your 
comments on l^je^n detail. 


LT40Q 54 




Registration number | 


cation file there is an email dated 26 April 2016 from Hal^ 
wheel installation, requesting that you send a LT400 to “(_ 
attached to this email. Your LT400 is dated 26 April 2016. 
Freighters, also dated 26 April 2016, has three photos in it. 


Bill to you with certain details 
_ at VTN2 asap". There were 
Your letter of certification to 


iv 


i^Apears to us that you were sent photos and details of Installation of this Fifth wheel, which you have 
^Ow/n used to complete the record of determination (LT400 543749) perhaps without carrying out a 
(7^ hide inspection. Can you clarify this situation please. 


2 





LT400 348824 - Registration number 


Files Provided 

• Solidworks drawing file - no CAD file 

• Drawbeam LT400 Certificate 

• PWE PDS Sheet 

• FEA/Fatigue photos 



Certification Documentation inadequacies 

No photos of drawbeam fitted to vehicle - bolted connections or weil^^^ 
No confirmation that the correct bolts/washers were used. 

No drawbeam calculations. 

No vehicle layout drawing - to confirm legal position. 

No FEA validation calculations/justification. 

No loading data N2S 5446. 

No bolt load analysis. 

No weld analysis. 


<> 

•jcy 


The information provided to support your certification d 
determine that the drawbeam meets NZS 5446? 


In particular the image below is from your certificati LT400 348824. For fatigue compliance 

stress should be no more than 60% of yield stren^ )rding to AS 3990, however the FEA image 

shows stress levels above yield. Is this corre<^, i so why did you proceeded to certify the 
drawbeam? 


vp 


inadequate; on what basis did you 



3 




LT400 476767 - Registration number | 


Files Provided 


Fax of hubometer history 

Drawbeam certificate 5775-17524 

LT400 Certificate 

PWE PDS 

Drawings 

FEA pictures 


Certification Documentation 






6 - 


No detailed photos of fabricated drawbeam. 

No detailed photos of drawbeam fitted to vehicle - bolted coa 
No confirmation that the correct bolts/washers were used. 

No chassis calculations. 

No drawbeam calculations. 

No vehicle layout drawing - to confirm legal position 
Minimal FEA data. 

No FEA validation calculations/justification. 

No loading data - NZS 5446. 

No bolt load analysis. 

No weld analysis. 


>nn§cTI%ns 


IS or welds. 


The Information provided to support your certiflcalfl^nWc 
determine that the drawbeam meets NZS 544^? 


cision is Inadequate; on what basis did you 


In particular the image below is from yourj 
for fatigue compliance stress should bs 
shows stress levels above yield. Is this' 
drawbeam? 


Iirmatlon file for LT400 476767. According to AS 3990, 
! than 60% of yield strength, however the FEA image 
t, and if so why did you proceeded to certify the 


itm 2l7»n 
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LT400 602682- Registration number I 


Files Provided 

• LT400 Certificate 

• PWE PDS 

• Landata output 

• Solidworks drawing file - no CAD file 


Certification Documentation 




No detailed photos of fabricated drawbeam. 

No detailed photos of drawbeam fitted to vehicle bolted connect 
No confirmation that the correct bolts/washers were used. 

No chassis calculations. 

No drawbeam calculations. 

No vehicle layout drawing to confirm legal position. 

No FEA data. 

No FEA validation calculations/justification. 

No loading data - NZS 5446. 

No bolt load analysis. 

No weld analysis. 


welds. 






5 - 


The information provided to support your certificatioi^^cision is Inadequate, in particular you have 
not included any FEA files or analysis; on what ba^is u determine that the drawbeam meets NZS 


5446? 


LT400 607095 - Registration number 



Replacement drawbeam following failure) 


Fites Provided 

LT400 Certificate 
PWE PDS 

Solidworks CAD/FEAj 
S olidworks drawing fm 

FEA pictures (suppled lafJr, not part of certification file provided following request) 


Certification Occur 

No photos^s^NaCvbeam fitted to vehicle bolted connections or welds. 
No confirs^atmn that correct bolts/washers were used. 

No drawh^N calculations. 

No vehkje^yout drawing to confirm legal position. 

Na^^ validation calculations/justification. 


Nc 




#0 


ing data NZS 5446. 
load analysis, 
eld analysis, 
analysis 

Inappropriate boundary conditions. 

Poor mesh. 

Artificial reinforcing of plates. 

Insufficient detailing to allow weld analysis from FEA results. 

Fatigue analysis not included in provided CAD file, pictures provided later 
No static longitudinal load in FEA file initially provided, pictures provided later 




5 









fn particular the image below is from your certification file for LT400 607095. For fatigue compliano 
stress should be no more than 60% of yield strength according to AS 3990. For a yield strength oi 
220MPa that would be 132MPa, however the FEA Image shows stress levels above this - in the r< 
of ISOMPa. Is this correct, and if so why did you proceeded to certify the drawbeam? 



S^xlvn•^« 19807 

Ptolirpc SiVliCrOCWSircUSi'Mtl 
Oiornwi«n ic«le 180148 


Please reply by the 27”* of November 2 H^rthe latest so that your comments can be taken Into 
account as part of this investigation^^ my progress update to the Senior Adjucator. 


If you have any queries about er, please email me at tom.logan^nzta.govt.nz, or phone me on 

04 894 5083. 




Tom 

Seniqf^JWsor Complaints 
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Tom Logan 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 


n7 

Peter Wastney (PWE) <peter@pwe.co.nz> 1/^ 

Thursday, 23 November 2017 9:09 p.m. 

Tom Logan 

RE: Request for your comments regarding certification file issues iden|<^d 


LTNZ Reply.doc; 19848.xls; 15000.xls 

FollowUp 

Flagged 


( 


Regards, 

Peter Wastney 
Peter Wastney Engineering 
224 Wakapuaka Road, RD1 
Nelson 7071 

64 3 545 0848 
Deter@pwe.co.nz 

www.pwe.co.nz 


/ 

/ 




S' 


From: Tom Logan f mailto:Tom.Loqan@nzta.QOVt.nz 1 ^ 

Sent: Thursday, 2 November 2017 12:17 p.m. 

To: Peter Wastney (PWE) < peter@pwe.co.nz > ( peter@pwgxe^^V 
Cc: Brian Sara 

Subject: Request for your comments regarding certifimti^^ issues identified 




of our investigation into your heavy vehicle specialist 


Hi Peter, 

Attached is a letter requesting your comments 
certification activities. 

As per the letter, please reply by 27 Novem 17 at the latest so that your comments can be taken into 
account. ^ 

Regards, 

Tom. 




Tom Logan / Senior Advisor 

Intervention Surety 
P 04 894 5083 
E tom.loQan@nzta.qovt. 

National Office Victori^r^e, 50 Victoria Street, 
Private Bag 6995, Wel!jn5^ff*5141 , New Zealand 


«d from 
either 
direction 




1 













Find the latest transport news, information, and advice on our website: 
www.nzta.Qovt.nz 


( 


9 ^ 


This email is only intended to be read by the named recipient. It may contain information which is confidentii 
proprietary or the subject of legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient you must delete this emails 
not use any information contained in it. Legal privilege is not waived because you have read this email. 




Virus-free, wvw avast.com 
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Tom Logan 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Hi David, 


Tom Logan 

Monday, 27 November 2017 12:35 p.m. 
david@thesandbox.co.nz 
Brian Sara 

FW: Request for your comments regarding certification file issues identifi^ 
LTNZ Reply.doc; 19848.xls; 15000.xls 

O' 






I have received this reply from Mr Wastney and have started to read through it, but wouk^j^reciate your 
comments as well - particularly around the claim that there are full analysis files supplie^^^h the SolidWorks 
files provided). ^ 

Thanks and regards, 

Tom. f>y 

TNT 

From: Peter Wastney (PWE) f mailto:peter@pwe.co.nz1 
r Sent: Thursday, 23 November 2017 9:09 p.m. 

' To: Tom Logan 

Subject: RE: Request for your comments regarding certification file isfud^ identified 


Regards, 

Peter Wastney 
Peter Wastney Engineering 
224 Wakapuaka Road, RD1 
Nelson 7071 

64 3 545 0848 
peter@pwe.co.nz 

www.pwe.co.nz 



iQZ] 

( peter@pwe.co.nz ) 


From: Tom Logan rmailto:Tom.Loqan@r 
Sent; Thursday, 2 November 2017 12: 

( ’o: Peter Wastney (PWE) < peter@pwe.c^ 

Cc: Brian Sara 

Subject: Request for your commerttHre^rding certification file issues identified 
Hi Peter, 

Attached is a letter request^jjl^our comments as part of our investigation into your heavy vehicle specialist 
certification activities. 


As per the letter, plea) 
account. 


Regards, 

Tom. 



epiy by 27 November 2017 at the latest so that your comments can be taken into 


Senior Advisor 

I n te D(£ rMHA u rety 
PQff ^4 5D 83 

E wirt88?n^nzta.aQvt.nz / W nzta.govt.nz 


1 













National Office / Victoria Arcade, 50 Victoria Street, 
Private Bag 6995, Wellington 6141 , New Zealand 


Expect 
trains at 
any time 


L jT^OK 

■ ^♦roR4>. 


TRAINS 


i 


and from 
«Hh«r 
direction 


/y\ TRANSPORT 
‘ ‘W AGENCY 


OOi^ 




S' 


Find the latest transport news, information, and advice on our website: 
www.nzta.Qovt.nz 




d" 


This email is only intended to be read by the named recipient. It may contain informatiooriMui 
proprietary or the subject of legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient you 
not use any information contained in it. Legal privilege is not waived because you hertg^' 




is confidential, 
lete this email and may 
id this email. 


Virus-free, www avast.com 
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PW 


Iconsuiting engineering 

7/12/2017 

Land Transport Agency, 

Private Bag 6995, 

Wellington 6141 


Peter Wastney Engineering Ltd 

224 Wakapuaka Rd 
RD 1, 
Nelson7071 
tel: 03 545 0848 
peter@pwe,co.n 2 

www.pwe.co.nz 


O) 




Re Heavy Vehicle Specialist Certification - Request for Commen^^^ 




ry.jfe^jliad many reviews with 




have had many reviews with 




Systematic Certification File Issues 

Lack of Detail Photos 

I have considered that appropriate photos have been included where necessary. 

John Long, and always followed his direction in this regard. 

Lack of Fabrication /Installation instructions. 

I have considered that appropriate detail has been included where n( 

John Long, and always followed his direction in this regard. 

Lack of Calculations. X 

Drawbeam Calculations. 

Drawbeam Calculations have been earned out ^y ^^terks runmng under Solidworks, the files 
being saved under the model file that was forwarded to (o not understand why you cannot read these 

files, I have no difficulty on my computer. Snapsh^Tpl^rfe also saved under Cosworic files, these seem to 
be what you are referring to in comments, but yow^^lull analysis files supplied. 

Chassis/ Drawbeam Calculations, f j 

Chassis calculations are carried out b^lJSccel Files, and stored separately to the main certification 
documentation, with only results data inc^^^ in the latter file. I believe that all files requested were supplied. 
Again, these have been regularly re^i^wSlKby John Long over many years, and his direction has been 
followed. Comment re Drawbeam L^iJation is as above. 

Towbar Calculations. 

Towbar Calculatiqn^w^ been carried out by Cos works running under Solidworks, the files being 
saved under the model filc^a^as forwarded to you. 1 do not understand why you cannot read these files, I 
have no difficulty on ni(j^^teputer. Snapshot plots are also saved under Coswork files, these seem to be what 
you are referring toqn^c^pnments, but you had full analysis files supplied. Neil McAlpine called for two 
further files on November, files were copied in the same way, and in NeiTs presence, analysis files were 
opened from hwemovable storage device 
Fj^ljyJwieel Calculations. 

^te^Llations as required by NZS 5450 have been included in the documentation supplied. 

Lack O^^t Load Analysis 

^^^^^^alysis is retained on all jobs as a separate Exel file, and not included in the main certification file. I 
^^gise for not including these with your request for data, but I can assure you that they are all available, 
id have been regularly reviewed by John Long at Audit. 





Lack of Weld Analysis. 

Weld Calculations have been carried out by Cosworks running under Solidworks, the files h^ng 
saved under the model file that was forwarded to you. I do not understand why you cannot read theje I 
have no difficulty on my computer. Snapshot plots are also saved under Coswork files, these sfcnbliiGe what 
you are referring to in comments, but you had full analysis files supplied. Neil McAlpine called two 
further files on 22*^ November, files were copied in the same way, and in Neil’s presence,»,m^sis files were 

•O' 



opened from his removable storage device 




by John Long at Audit, 


No Drawing of Fifth Wheel Fitment detail or Specification of Fitment. 

Detail is included in documentation supplied. This has been reviewed over 
and his direction has always been followed. f 

Lack of Welder ID and qualifications. 

Welder Qu£ilification is retained on all jobs as a separate file, and nOC^^hmed in the main certification file. I 
apologise for not including these with your request for data, but I iS^assure you that they are all available, 
and have been regularly reviewed by John Long at Audit. 

Lack of Loading Data NZS 5446 





onditions, whether by analytical or FEA Analysis. I 
s has been reviewed many times by John Long at Audit, 


:e/ 



The Cosmos analysis data supplied includes the loadin| n^Jifliired from NZS 5446. 

FEA Analysis 

Inappropriate boundary conditions. 

NZS 5446 is silent on appropriate b 
believe the conditions employed were ^pro] 
and 1 have always followed his direction 

Poor Mesh 

Mesh has generally becn‘^|DKigramme default settings. Programme supplier has issued me with 
comparative data between their malysis on this basis with classical analytical solutions, with very high 
correspondence of results. /^ | 

Artificial reinforcSigJjfplates. 

This occurs whcig^'acent plates are touching, but otherwise not connected. The analysis assumes 
such contact to be a bmSiag. Special attention is required in evaluating the analysis where this occurs. 

Insufficienhdefailing to allow weld analysis from FEA Results. 

I can^^^derstand why you cannot obtain this, as I believe complete files were forwarded. 

analysis not included in provided CAD Files. 

'Hwinot understand why you cannot access these, as I believe all files were included. 

49 Registration |m. 

as issued on the 26*** April, 2016, based on the photos supplied by Aratuna Freighters. From my 
notes, I inspected this vehicle when in Greymouth on 20* April, and discussed with Aratuna how the 
turntable could mount directly onto the Existing Mounts. I was again in Greymouth on 11th May 2016 
when I carried out final inspection, confirming mounting as recorded. 






5 - 


LT400 348824 Registration 

No photos of drawbeam fitted to vehicle, bolted connections or welds. 

These were all contained in field sketches. 

No confirmation that the correct bolts/washers were used. 

These were unchanged from original manufacture and certification by Mills Tui. 

No drawbeam calculations 

I believed all these were included in supply to you. They are attached to this 
No vehicle layout drawing - to confirm legal position 

This was unchanged from original certification by Mills Tui. 

No FEA validation calculations/justification. 

1 believed these were all included in information supplied. Detail^3h^tTached. It seems incongruous 
that you claim no analysis was forwarded, yet comment on Inappropriatrti^hidary conditions, Poor mesh. 




[^ar^tiac 




Artificial reinforcing Plates, Insufficient detailing to allow weld ana 




X 


.C 




m FEA results under systematic 


which I believed was supplied to you. 


certification file issues. 

No Loading data - NZS 5446 

Loading data as analysed is included in the attach^ 

No Bolt Load Analysis. ' 

Bolt Load analysis is held on a separate E^^ce^^o the main certification documents supplied to 
you, and was not included. This analystfV^^ attached. 

No weld analysis. 


:tach9u)K 

•Jo- 


Weld analysis was included in attached data]' 


CY 


was believed to be supplied. 


You included the following screen plot analysis, and query stress levels being higher than 60% of yield. 


tZf 






A 

This plot shows the loading as prescribed by NZS ^48^gjllied to the area bounded by the towing coupling 
flanges. This is not quite correct, as this area is the flanges. A more representative result would be 

obtained by applying this load as a rigidly anlflieJWMd, or by modelling the actual coupling onto the 
drawbeam. However, both of the^se methods ntai^^rawbacks. It can be shown that so long as the section being 
bolted through is at least 16mm thick, thoftts no problem in the section of the drawbeam contained within the 
coupling flange meeting NZS 5446JMKJi^nn analysing this plot, therefore, the stresses bounded by the 
coupling flange may be ignored. ;ase, it can be seen that drawbeam stresses are actually within the 

60% threshold of Yield Stress, l^^u have concerns about the strength of this drawbeam, perhaps you should 
also check Mills Tui File 191^(9 the drawbeam was unchanged from this original certification. 

LT 400 476767 RegistjM^^ number 

No photos of drawbeSiumted to vehicle, bolted connections or welds. 

Thes^were 2m contained in field sketches. 

No confirmati^^tt the correct bolts/washers were used. 

ere new and confirmed to be as drawn. 

No drawl^i^ calculations 

I believed all these were included in supply to you. They are attached to this reply. It seems 
in^^^ous that you claim no analysis was forwarded, yet comment on Inappropriate boundary conditions, 
mesh, Artificial reinforcing Plates, Insufficient detailing to allow weld analysis from FEA results under 




Hematic certification file issues. 






d" 


No vehicle layout drawing - to confirm legal position 

This was inspected and confirmed as complying 
No FEA validation calculations/ justification. 

I believed these were all included in information supplied. Details are attached. 

No Loading data NZS 5446 

Loading data as analysed is included in the attached file, which I believed was s to you. 

No Bolt Load Analysis. ^ 

Bolt Load analysis was overlooked for this mounting, but with 12 pair of^<^Siilts over a 644mm x 
130mm pattern is known to be well within requirements.. 

No weld analysis. 

Weld analysis was included in attached data, which was believed to be suralWd. 

You included the following screen plot fi’om analysis, and query stress k^ti&being higher than 60% of yield. 




Modtfn«Tw Nrtltt37 

M»|^ Slalcna*l*«Ma«MSl 
tcm H1V7 



s*an Miti (WMT} (IVaU 

I ** 

44ftS 

X«6 

I" 

r’ 

I Itu 
I 1J1J 

I 


» YMB 2^4 


X 


This plot shows th^(Mlling as prescribed by NZS 5446 applied to the area bounded by the towing coupling 


flanges. This i^^t quite correct, as this area is clamped by the flanges. A more representative result would be 
obtained by arfyyjjg this load as a rigidly applied load, or by modelling the actual coupling onto the 
drawbeam. »v^ver, both of these methods have drawbacks. It can be shown that so long as the section being 
bolted t^^^Jh is at least 16mm thick, there is no problem in the section of the drawbeam contained within the 
coup^^Tange meeting NZS 5446 loading. In analysing this plot, therefore, the stresses bounded by the 
;d^^g flange may be ignored. In this case, it can be seen that drawbeam stresses are actually within the 




threshold of Yield Stress. 




LT 400 602682 registration | 



No photos of drawbeam fitted to vehicle, bolted connections or welds. 

These were all contained in field sketches. 

No confirmation that the correct bolts/washers were used. 

These were unchanged from original manufacture by | 
were fitted. 

No drawbeam calculations 


< 8 ^ 


& 

Engineering, wheHj^^osct bolts 


I believed all these were included in supply to you. They are attached^^^s reply. It seems 
incongruous that you claim no analysis was forwarded, yet comment on InappropritMlp l>t^dary conditions. 
Poor mesh. Artificial reinforcing Plates, Insufficient detailing to allow weld anal^^S^^m FEA results under 
systematic certification file issues. 








No vehicle layout drawing to confirm legal position 

This was xmchanged from original certification after manu 
No FEA validation calculations/justification. 

I believed these were all included in information supplieoSJPetails are attached. It seems incongruous 
that you claim no analysis was forwarded, yet comment on ki^9|V‘opriate boundary conditions, Poor mesh, 
Artificial reinforcing Plates, Insufficient detailing to allb^n^J^analysis from FEA results under systematic 
certification file issues. 

No Loading data NZS 5446 


pi^littacl 


Loading data as analysed is include^riB^l^^littached file, which 1 believed was supplied to you. 

No Bolt Load Analysis. 

Bolt Load analysis is held on a s^p^te Excel file to the main certification documents supplied to 
you, and was not included. Tju^mfttysis is now attached. 

No weld analysis. 

Weld analysis was included in aJtochea data, which was believed to be supplied. 

You did not include the folIoyfto£^reen plot from analysis, but again stress levels being higher than 60% of 


yield. 








This plot shows the loading as prescribed by NZS 544' 
flanges. This is not quite correct, as this area is cl; 



d to the area bounded by the towing coupling 
the flanges. A more representative result would be 


obtained by applying this load as a rigidly appli^^^J or by modelling the actual coupling onto the 
drawbeam. However, both of these methods ^ive^ awbacks. It can be shown that so long as the section being 
bolted through is at least 16mm thick, there is no problem in the section of the drawbeam contained within the 
coupling flange meeting NZS 5446 loadi^^i analysing this plot, therefore, the stresses bounded by the 
coupling flange may be ignored. InNi^^Jtee, it can be seen that drawbeam stresses are actually within the 
60% threshold of Yield Stress. 


LT400 607095- Registrat 
No photos of drawbeam 
These were 


(Replace™., D^wPea™ fo„ow,„, P.„„e, 
fAjed^ vehicle, bolted connections or welds. 


No confirmation 
These 
were fitted 
No drawl 



ined in field sketches. 

s> 

tht^I^orrect bolts/washers were used, 
unchanged from original manufacture by | 


[Engineering, where correct bolts 


Iculations 

believed all these were included in supply to you. They are attached to this reply. It seems 
s that you claim no analysis was forwarded, yet comment on Inappropriate boundary conditions, 
sh, Artificial reinforcing Plates, Insufficient detailing to allow weld analysis from FEA results under 
tSmatic certification file issues. 


No vehicle layout drawing - to confirm legal position 

This was unchanged from original certification after manufacture by| 
No FEA validation calculations/ justification. 






‘ systematic 


I believed these were all included in information supplied. Details are attached. It seef»«bftflpgruous 
that you claim no analysis was forwarded, yet comment on Inappropriate boundary conditions, Po^r mesh, 
Artificial reinforcing Plates, Insufficient detailing to allow weld analysis from FEA result^^^v j 
certification file issues, 

No Loading data - NZS 5446 

Loading data as analysed is included in the attached file, which I believqjj^|g supplied to you. 

No Bolt Load Analysis. 

Bolt Load analysis is held on a separate Excel file to the main ceruHiM 
you, and was not included. This analysis is now attached. 

No weld analysis. 

Weld analysis was included in attached data, which was believed upplicd. 


cy 


in^aukn 


:cr 

documents supplied to 


FEA Analysis 

Inappropriate boundary conditions. 

NZS 5446 is silent on appropriate boundary o 
believe the conditions employed were appropriate, Jh* 
and 1 have always followed his direction. 

Poor Mesh 






, whether by analytical or FEA Analysis. 1 


Mesh has generally been 




aiJlbeen reviewed many times by John Long at Audit, 


fault settings. Programme supplier has issued me with 
comparative data between their analysis basis with classical analytical solutions, with very high 

correspondence of results. 

Artificial reinforcing of 

This occurs where adja^nt plates are touching, but otherwise not connected. The analysis assumes 


such contact to be a bonding.i 1 attention is required in evaluating the analysis where this occurs. 


Insufficient detail 




I cannot undersl«iOT-why you cannot obtain this, as I believe complete files were forwarded. 
Fatigue analj^i^ot included in provided CAD Files. 

I cannot unS«*Aand why you cannot access these, as I believe all files were included. 


How weld analysis from FEA Results. 


%|^e t 


You did no|f!ftMe the following screen plot from analysis, but again stress levels being higher than 60% of 
yield. 





Ktodelrww Partt6S«4 
Study n«w riojue 19087 
Ptoltiw Slate nodat stress Skessi 
DeformtlMn acata: 170.768 





This plot shows the loading as prescribed applied to the area bounded by the towing coupling 

flanges. This is not quite correct, as this area^ j^cl^ ped by the flanges. A more representative result would be 
obtained by applying this load as a rigidl^rfyplied load, or by modelling the actual coupling onto the 
drawbeam. However, both of these mejljoWfave drawbacks. It can be shown that so long as the section being 
bolted through is at least 16mm thij^Higre is no problem in the section of the drawbeam contained within the 
coupling flange meeting NZS 5^6 losing. In analysing this plot, therefore, the stresses bounded by the 
coupling flange may be ignorJt^^this case, it can be seen that drawbeam stresses are actually within the 
60% threshold of Yield 

You raised he query oiyrii^^iOe Load Analysis on the above drawbeam, noting in the attached Diagram that 
the analysed stress mPa, higher than the 60% of yield for 220 mPa material. 


141 
OD 

— k YmM Krantfttv 230.6 








X 

This was in small surface areas of the Gussei 
manufacture for this new drawbeam was fro: 
within the allowable limits. 

/ 

/ 

/ 



ggh the analysis was carried out for 220 mPa yield, 
Pa Yield plate, so this design was accepted as being 


Regards, 



Peter Wastney MIPENZ(Mechanical) CPEng 
CHARTERED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER 





Job No. 

Bolt Load Calculation 

5775-19848 


MTM = 

30000 


Max load (kN) = 

260 


Centroid Ht. c = 

250 

Check 

Half Horiz. Ctrs a = 

175 

8ay+8bx 42817.21 

Half Vert Ctrs b = 

45 

F.c 65000 

a''2 + b''2 = 

32650 


Horiz Comp, x = 

5.975421133 


Vert. Comp y = 

29.04718606 


Direct Shear = 

13 


Load Bolt 1 = 

29.88 


Load Bolt 2 = 

29.88 


Load Bolt 3 = 

34.70 

• c 

Load Bolt 4 = 

34.70 


Load Bolt 5 = 

17.64 

Load Bolt 6 = 

17.64 

Load Bolt 7 = 

Load Bolt 8 = 

Load Bolt 9 = 

19.15 

19.15 

19.15 

Load Bolt 10 = 

19.15 

Allowable AS 3900 

42 

Max Capability 

118 






(S' 




cy 





5775-15000 


Job No. 

Bolt Load Calculation 
MTM = 

Max load (kN) = 
Centroid Ht. c = 

Half Horiz. Ctrs a = 
Half Vert Ctrs b = 
a ''2 + b *2 = 

Horiz Comp, x = 

Vert. Comp y = 

Direct Shear = 

Load Bolt 1 = 

Load Bolt 2 = 

Load Bolt 3 = 

Load Bolt 4 = 

Load Bolt 5 = 

Load Bolt 6 = 

Load Bolt 7 = 

Load Bolt 8 = 

Allowable AS 3900 
Max Capability 


27000 

254 

255 
185 

70 

39125 

9.661697444 

25.5344861 

15.875 

26.28 

26.28 

36.11 

36.11 

16.88 

16.88 

21.74 

21.74 

63 

184 


Check 

8ay+8bx 43201.59 
F.c 64770 











Tom Logan 




From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Brian Sara 

Friday, 24 November 2017 3:49 p.m. 

david@thesandbox.co.nz 

Tom Logan 

FW: Re-certification of revoked LT400s 
20171020_144932.jpg; 20171020_144814jpg; KJP59.pdf; 
DOC241117-24112017133047.pdf 


Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 




d" 


Hello David 


Flag for follow up 
Flagged 

Can you please provide brief comment on this file for^^H In particular, it seemftflW the drawings stipulate 
10mm plate but it has been fabricated using 6mm plate. Some additional phot^?^^Je attached also. 

( legards, 

Brian Sara . 

Manager Vehicles - Operational Standards & Guidelines 
NZ Transport Agency 


DDI 64 4 901 6712 M| 


From: 

Sent: Friday, 24 November 2017 2:35 p.m. 

To: Brian Sara 

Subject: Re: Re-certification of revoked LT400s 
Hi Brian, 

Please find attached job file and file that | 
drawing. 

That client was given detail for a nev 


^it through of Peter Wastney's LT400 and drawbeain 


■ 

^ __and has not at this stage been recertified. 

If you need anything else, let me 
Regards 

On 22 November 2017 ' 5 , Brian Sara <Brian.Sara@,nzta.govt.nz> wrote: 

Hello 

We are getti^^^se to a critical time for determining the next steps in our investigation and 1 need to 
provide a ^ther report in relation to the LT400s that had been issued for 6 drawbeams that we fonnally 
revokeoSk^ 


1 






I am aware that you were requested by Aratuna Freighters Ltd to review and recertify the drawbeam on their 


truck I 


There are no Landata records for recertification of the drawbeam on I 


at this stage. It 


may be that the drawbeam has been recertified but tlie LT400 information has not been updated yet. 




If you have recertified the drawbeam on this vehicle, can you please provide a copy of your 
file. Additionally, if the drawbeam required full replacement, significant modification or was fouim to be 
significantly different to previous drawings (E.G. 1 am aware the folded plate used for one o^^j^revoked 
drawbeams was actually 8mm whereas the drawings show it being lOnun), can you please fc^ate this 
when replying. 


Can you please provide a response by Friday 24 November? 




1 am happy to discuss any questions you may have by phone if you wisl^^ 


Thanks for your cooperation. 


Regards, 

Brian Sara / Manager Vehicles 
Operational Standards & Guidelines 

DDI 64 4 901 6712 


Customer Design & Dl 


O' 


E brian.sara@nzta.qovt.nz / W nzta.qovt.nz 


Chews Lane Precinct, 50 Victoria St 


__ _ 

^ 'Private Bag 6995, Wellington 6141, New ZealaHj^^ 




V TRANSPORT 
AGENCY 




ws, information, and advice on our website; 


Find the latest transpapviev 
www.nzta.qovt.nz 

- (Jjh - - 

This email is oNiumnded to be read by the named recipient. It may contain information which is confidential, 
proprietary orilR^ubject of legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient you must delete this email and may 
not use an]^^rmation contained in it. Legal privilege is not waived because you have read this email. 
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NZTRANSPORT 

AGENCY 

WAKA KOTAHI 


' Heavy vehicle specialist certificate 

Must be presented to a CoF (heavy) inspecting organise 
Heavy vehicle specialist inspector and inspecting oi^anjj^iot^ 

ID 


Heavy vehicle specialist inspector's or manufacturing inspecting organisation's name (pRmiSCAPS) 

_ (ks.(L ._ 

Vehicle registration CoptionoO 



Make 



Model Coptwrtfl/) 


Shn>y.f\. 

Certification category 

.. LisliT.- 


j Component being certified: 
[ log bolsters 
jsRT 

J Swept path 


^J^owing connection 
IpSV stability 


J 


Brakes 

1 P5V rollover 


Description of work 

--.-.__ 


Code/standard/rule certified to 

_ 

General drawing number(s) 

-.0’7 r-. 

Supporting documents 
_ 

Special conditions CoptionaO 





d 


snt load ratingts) 






J 


_ 1 

_J 



0 - 


■ --- 

Certification expiry date (ff appifa^fe) ^ 

jo^ 


ISCL . i^ u _ 

QY Hubodometer reading (which€\^ conns first) 

...J J _j J j J J t J 


Declaration 


I the undersigned, declare tha^a^the heavy vehicle specialist 
Inspector identified and ! I^N^^current valid appointment. I 
certify that the above^ftentioned vehicle component's design, 
manufacture and inst/IaJyi, and this certification complies 
In all respects with Transport Rule: Vehicle Standards 

Compliance 2002 ^p^y appointment. To the best of my 
knowledge the contained in the certificate is true 

and correct. 


Designer's ID afdiffnrtnt from hspedoi 

inspect! 



Inspector's name 


caps; 


10 number 


.J \ ! 


Date 

/o 


Number 


ITcle inspector ID 




9 .r.. ? 

CoF vehicle inspector signature 


580066 


Date 

I 

_! 


AQ fitids i»f9 mmMpry lintesft othei^ 


KewZfeaiand Government 


Form ID 


LT400 


1 

I 


Version No. 06/16 








































SECTION B-B 




•A ' 


140 


='»MlTTr-»« 


Fabricated Drawbeam 
ex 12 PI. Drill for 
200 kN D Value Coupling 


:E^I 


Chassis 


lOmm Sideplates 
7x200, 8x 160 
Gd 8.8 Bills 


60x10 

Welds to Category SP of AS/NZS 1554. Chassis web bolts to be in centre 66% of chassis rail depth 


dnsuHtng engineerinQ 


PETER WASTNEY ENGINEEttAl^ LTD 

222 Wakapuaka Rd 
RD 1, Nelson 

www.pwe.co. nz 


Job 


Draft 


Design 


5775 - 19467 

Drawbeair^^ratun^reiqhtere 
Iveco - 

30,000kg MTM Rating 


Scale 


1:10 


Checked/Date: 


Drawn by 
PLW 


Date 

Feb 2017 


Approved/Date : 

Sheet 

lof 1 























































landata - ICORE 


Page 1 of 1 


Quick link* Application menu St^n out 

Quick Navigate j 

ICORE Core Vehicle Information 

I Inquire [v^l 



VIN/Chassrs No 


Inspector ID T 


Make 2017 IVECO STRALIS AD500 

Reg Prsn ARATUNA FREIGHTERS LIMITED 

WHITE 

1st NZ Reg 

16/02/2017 ^ 

c 

Inspection Grouo22^^ 

vehicle Type 1^® VAN/TRUCK/UTiLmr 



Vehicle Class |nC GOODS VEHICLE GVM > 12 T 

i3 


CC Rating \TS^| 

Colours IWHITE S | 

(y) ViN Locauon 

ILEFT PILLAR 

^1 




-g 


Alternative Fuel 


Seats 


C3 


(InckiOinq Driver) 


Static Ron Threshold (g) I_QJ 

VDAM Weight 25800 RUC Weight 50000 
No of axles a Axle Spacing (mm) F- Iie2d 
Chassis ratings: GVM I 31000| GCM 

Axle Set Rating Front I 130001 Rear 

AVIC holding original documents |S43 ^1 VTNZ greymouth 

24/10/2017 IQU 


Body Type ^oTl OTHER 
Max Height XI I Ol 

Gross Mass Y2 L -_Ql X2 

fis^ nnoi i a I q] -R 

BiLy ^eoool 


M 


_ ^ jeopc 

[ ISOOOi Derive chassis^3l^|^No 


75000( 


Wheel E 




issi^dWfcik 


Next I- 

08:24:56:54 INPUT REQUEST 




https ://agentvpn.nzta.govt,nz/PT/https://registers.nzta.govt.nz/landata/Default.aspx 


24/10/2017 






























landata - ILOAD 


Page 1 of 1 


Quick inks 


Quick Navigate 
ILOAD 


AppIlcKion m«nu 

r 


Sign Out 



MTM Braked I 
Standartls Code | bcl 
F root Axle 

Tyre Size 

1 r2214) 

2 12214| 

3 ( cl 


Capacity 

Ply Conf Tst Wgt 

275/70R22 |i^ g] 3240 

27S/7 QR22 Hifi] HD 3240 

_□ □ 





https;//agentvpn.nzta.govt.nz/PT/https://registers.nzta.govt.nz/landata/Defauh:asgx 24/10/2017 




























landata - IVCER 


Page I of 1 


Qjcck links Applicaiion menu 

Quick Navigate 
IVCERT 


□ 

□ 

—a 

□ 

□ 


Sign out 


Vehicle Certification 
[inquire 


START of table reached 


Make 
Reg Prsn 

Scroll 

Mnt 


VlN/Ch«$iS NO 
2017 IVECO STRALXS AD500 
ARATUNA FRnGHTERS UMITED 


[Next Q 
Type Number 


(A)ll or (Detest 
Issue ID 


IHV£aI baQM2 I 

HV LOAD ANCHORAGES ENGINEER CE 

iSflQQfifi I ^ 


HV TOWING CONNECTIONS ENGINEER 

iHh/ETl ISflQOfiS I IPW 1 

HV TOWING CONNECTIONS ENGINEER 

ESS) ipw-. __I 

HV CHASSIS ENGINEER CERTIFICAT 

D C 



24/10/2017_ILOAO_ 

Next I 

08:25:19:44 SUCCESSFUL ENTRY 000008 





https://agentvpn.nzta.govt.nz/PT/https://regislers.nzta.govl.nz/landata/Default.aspx 


24/10/2017 





























































landata - HHVEH 


Page I of 1 


c 


Quick link* Application nwinu Sign out 


Quick Navigate 

VHHIS 


Plate 


I 

HubcxJometer History of Vehicle 

jlnquire START of table reached 

Of VIN I ~l 


Make 2017 IVECO STRALIS ADSOO 
Scroll I Next! 


Huba Date 

From To 

12/5-10273 16/02/2017 


Distance 

Start 





hUps;//agentvpn.nzta.govt.nz/PT/hltps://registeis.nzta.gov(.nz/landata/Default.aspx 


24/10/2017 










landata - ICQHL 


Page 1 of 1 


Qu»ck links Application menu Sign out 

( 


Quick Navigate 
IQt 

Plate 


ECU Query • Hubodonrteter Licence Trail 

jlnquire iv| START of table reached 

Print Report |^to I'vl 


Create Extract 


[no13 




S&' 


Make 2017 tVECO STRALIS A0500 

Owner ARATUNA FREIGHTERS LIMITED 

VIN/Chassis No Tare 13100 

Scroll [n^iV] 

.-.Inspection Detail ———. 


GVM 31000 


Reg N2 16/02/2017 


Sel Date 

□ 12/10/2017 

□ 21/09/2017 

□ 14/09/2017 

[] 08/09/2017 

□ 17/08/2017 

□ 04/08/2017 

□ 03/08/2017 
24/10/2017 


T HubO 


Read 


Odo(K) 


--ucence Detail- 

End weight Hu bo _ 

71000 50 12/5-^«7^V 






C 12/S'10273 


40430 41002 


Next I 

08:24:18:41 INPUT REQUEST 




/ 0 



im 
llUi^ 

& 





htlps://ageiil\ pn.nzta.gox (.nz/PT/https://registers.iizta.go\ l.nz/landala/Default.asp.N 


24/10/2017 











Calculation Sheet 



ENGINEER 


aiFN T 


OB NUMBER^ 


DATE. 


zojio/n 


SHEET. 


7 ^Oo 0 





2o\i i</eco iki-i ,^om 






?<■ 7S Q 


fi^t/ &>y 0 

/iTA ' 

i 

<? ^ /if/^ 0/O-f 

OM/C G fdf 

Sy^C'lyX 


fH(j i^d 
o4,'ef 



Gp ciO^^G^ 


r 


SIGNED: 


^ if 0 hi 

'y > Cji ^{, ^ 


DATE: / / 














































Top ptelv 

Thidbie$s ■ 

S 

imp 

Bottomplale T>«cknt«8 = 

6 

mm 


OepCt* 

290 

Iran 

Depths 

290 

r* C J 


Flange licigt«t > 

76 

in»n 

FItnpohaigN • 

75 



Range oHHyigevwdfrg 

0 

mm 



— 1 




































































































































Wksh- 

Thicknass* 

410 

10 

nwfi 


5>dg Fofce 

M« 10 KNm 

Slrasss 605 MPa 

I-g - 


Chassis Rail C SvcHon 
WM> D«rlh 260 

FUn^eWMiSh 90 

ThickMts 0 


130 

32S53643 


M« 27.13 kNm 

Sirasa • MPa 

I ok'" 1 



C ^ 







































































ENGINEER. 
CLIENT_ 


■iJOB NUMBER 
DATE 


Q cjuc tt f 

Zi[L- 




I 


Imo 

HO 


( 


I 




{ 


Xyj,'' 


Mi. - 

6-- (7'iMXlM) 

It 




2i 

- iliOMf. 

c7^6' 0^ ^ (O^—^ eiw. 

CQy\nt}fi 

CcJ> L J 




/^?W\ 



SIGNED: 


DATE: / / 















ENGINEER. 
CLIENT_ 


JOB NUMBER. 


9 ^ 


DATE. 


SHEET. 




I^Ciiwy cjyi e'/ 

x lL, 




4 ■>■ la 

3- 


ItO 


X 

>' ZiO 


a ML) llQSl. -0 zQ .(5 

If ^ 


N 

< 5 " 

~ f / -M/M 

^ t C(J' ^ ^ ^ 

/ 





^? 2 ’'S'yAA 

£5- -(itlllAl ^) •= -7IS'J^^^ UhC CoJ J 

<r'' fU'rfp(4-i ) = (^ LJS loJ 3 


( 


(^ (jx^ (^ 

<s 


o 



Cq 

^'■(^iihi} 

^miT 

20'i ■ (. I M& 


SIGNED: 




I ^ nLyo‘^J 

AflL --t ^ 2S- 5 TM« 


i-li'-i 

DATE: / / 
































ENGINEER. 
CLIENT_ 


OB NUMBER. 




DATE. 


SHEET. 


Scr\ /d l^e 


# 



SIGNED: 


DATE: / / 



































Procedure Documentation Sheet 

Project 

Description 


Project No. 

1 1102376 

Lt AOO No. 

_ 

1 Inspector 

Vehicle_ 

1 Name 


VIN/Chassis 





Number 


ID Number 


Registration 


Business 


Model 

7617 A05OO 

Address 


Owner 



Vehicle Weights 


GVM 


31 000 


TARE 


iS\00 


Payloac 


Critical Matters 
Assessed During 
Inspection and Date(s) 
When Vehicle Was 
Inspected 


Code Compliance 
Reference 

hlu ^ 

( lit State or Working 

Stress Limit 

^7'^ 100 -- j.sD a A 


Assumptions 

fix. iA 

Results 

S ^ ] /A/^ $ /m /: < 

Reference 

- 

Code Compliance 
Reference 


Limit State or Working 
Stress Limit 

_ 

Assumptions 

u 

r 

Results 

C) 

Reference 

i 


code Compliance 
Reference 


Limit State or Working 
Stress Limit 


Assumptions 


Results 


Reference \ 



I undersfand and 
at the time of i 
respects with t 
best of my 


^that I am the Certifier identified above and hold a current valid appointment. I certify that 
the above mentioned vehicle component design and this certification complies in all 
id and Transport rule Vehicle Standards Compliance 2002 and my Deed of Appointment. To the 
Tge the information contained^ in this certificate is true and correct. 



Dale : J 4-/ II / I > 






























































Tom 




an 


From: 

Brian Sara 

Sent: 

Monday, 20 November 2017 3:08 p.m. 

To: 

Tom Logan (Tom.Logan@nzta.govt.nz) 

Subject: 

FW: Sheridan Transport 

Hello Tom 





As discussed, can you please request the drawbeam files for this vehicle. I have been advised Vo^me drawbeam for 
LT400 number 538266 failed. Can you please ask if the file has been used for any other vehicle^lso. 

cy 


Regards, 

Brian Sara 

Manager Vehicles - Operational Standards & Guidelines 
NZ Transport Agency 

DDI 64 4 901 6712 M 

From: 

Sent: Friday, 3 November 2017 4:13 p.m. 

To: Brian Sara _ 

Cc: 

Subject: Sheridan Transport 




Brian 

As per our earlier discussion today 
Have spoken with^^H^rorn Sheridan Transport 
The vehicle concerned is Reg Number|HH 
The defective draw beam would appear to be co' 
^^^|ias replaced this with a new drawbeam a 
I have assured grant that you will not need to con 
The landata certification page is below s> 



ider LT400 number 538266 
ince sold the vehicle 

new owners and copied him into this email 


c 



1 





























































Regards 



2 



Tom Logan 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 


Hello David 


Brian Sara 

Tuesday, 28 November 2017 10.10 a.m. 
david@thesandbox.co.nz 
Tom Logan 

FW; PW Files uplifted 22 November 2017 
Part.l7452.SLDPRT; Part.l8635.SLDDRW; Part.l9288.SLDDRW; Partij^88.SLDPRT; 
Section 198 letter dated 20-ll-2017.pdf; LT400 571814 Certificatidrl^ PW 19288 
Reg BFP872.pdf; LT400 538266 Certification File PW 18635 Rea BWM72.pdf 




Follow up 
Flagged 




Attached are further files that we uplifted for Reg No| 
assess for us. 


from P Wastney la^^^ek that we would like you to 


-T400 No 538266 was issued on 5/1/2016. We have been advised that tf^&otewbeam failed in service, shortly 
afterwards and was replaced. Can you please check the attached files 0j«mwlarly the solid-works files that we 
are unable to access) and advise if there is sufficient information av^^je^ make a certification decision and in 
the case of this particular drawbeam, is there anything in the file tharrHoicates that it may not comply with 

^ thOTe 


NZS:5446. 

Similarly in the case of LT400 No 571814, can you please ch 
drawbeam which we believe is currently still in service 


files also. This is for the replacement 


Regards, 

Brian Sara 

Manager Vehicles - Operational Standards & Guideli 


O 


ij?^j(^^ansport Agency DDI 64 4 901 6712 


M 



1 




f 




TRANSPORT 

AGENCY 


WAKA KOTAHI 


20 November 2017 


Mr P L Wastney 


NATIONAL OFFICE 
50 Victoria Streei 
Private Bag 699' 
Wellington 
New 2e 

T 64 4 89l^^CF^ 
F 64 4 894 6^ 
www.nttt« 90 vt.nz 


Or 


Peter Wastney Engineering Ltd 

222 Wakapuaka Road 

RDl 

NELSON 




ni^gov 

d- 


In accordance with the provisions of section 198 of the Land Tr^ 

(3) of the Vehicles Standards Compliance 2002 Rule 35001/1, 
conduct an inspection of records associated with your appro^^^ 


Dear Mr Wastney 


HEAVY VEHICLE SPECIALIST CERTIFICATION: SECTION 198 U 


ANSPORT ACT 1998 

ct 1998 and seaions 3.1(2) & 
advised of my Intention to 


Certifier ID: 
Approvaj name: 


PW 

Peter Lawrence Wast 


The following records are to be provided to me U| 
held off-site, at a time and date to be agreedf^ 
Statements of Design Compliance (SODC), 
files for the following vehicles: 


License plate 



LT400 

538266 

57181 



^ast 

fi ^vice of this demand or If the documents are 
ecords requested are to include LT400, and/or 
upporting documentation including any electronic 


of certification 
5/01/2016 
08/11/2016 


Can you please also advise ill^f any other drawbeams you have certified that are similar to the one 
certified on LT400 53^6fc^|l understand this failed in service and I am concerned there may be 
other at-risk vehicles 



Pursuant to Sec^ofplJ(l) of the Land Transport Act 1998, you are advised that a person commits an 
offence if tlie perslfn, without reasonable excuse, falls or refuses to comply with a requirement made 
under sectl^^iftS in relation to an audit or inspection. The maximum penalty on conviction for an 
offence ^JjSrsection 51(1) Is a fine not exceeding 55,000.00. 


I havd 




Ai^f^osed copies of the relevant legislation for your Information: 


Section 198 of the Land Transport Act 1998 

Sections 3.1(2) & (3) Vehicles Standards Compliance 2002 Rule 35001/1 
Section 51 of the Land Transport Act 1998. 




Should you have any queries, please contact me, on email, Brian.$ara@nzta.Qovt.nz or 
phone 04 901 6712. 



2 




Land Transport Act 1998 




198 


(I) 


Inspections and audits 




d" 


( 2 ) 


(3) 


The (Agency] may in writing require any person who holds 
transport document that authorises the provision of a servic 
land transport system to undergo such Inspections and audt a"lihe 
[Agency] reasonably considers necessary in the interes^^ fc^and 
transport safety (including inspections and audits of ven^fcsl erated 
by such persons). 


The [Agency) may carry out such inspectio audits as the 

[Agency] reasonably considers necessary inj interests of land 
transport safety. 


For the purposes of any Inspection ( 
any person under this section. ih^Ai 
person to provide such inform 
considers relevant to the Inspc^io ►r 


(4) 


reouta 

comply with that require^n^ 



^carried out in respect of 
^cy]^may in writing require that 
the [Agency] reasonably 

udit. 


is made under this section must 


Land Transpoi^&I^ 1998 

V 


51 


( 1 ) 


( 2 ) 


Contravention oTsection 198(4) 


A 1SfcprN:ommits an offence If the person, without reasonable 
e^l^seSfeils or refuses to comply with a requirement made under 
sectioM.iS in relation to an audit or inspection. 










e maximum penalty on conviction for an offence against subsection 
U is a fine not exceeding $5,000. 


Vcfth’li' Staikfiinh (oniftlhiMv 




2.G(3) 


2 .en) 


ihp Dirot'loi must distloM' llial iiifuniiafion lo ihc 
nppiirHiU iiiid giv<> iIh> iippllciiiil ii n*4)%r)ii;ihIo opjXMlfti 
10 rofiijf or commcni on H. 

Nothing In ntivircs tlto Dirctiur to 
infonnalion if such dlsciosuir would be 
ihc safety of any person. 


<> 

# 




d" 


<y 

ipn iTOcconl 


If tlte Dire(*tor does not disclose inforn^a^n Imcconlanre 
Willi 2.6(3). ilw Dlm'ior inml infoyn^N^pllraiii: 

that they may oT ihe non-distJosiue by 

(he Privacy Cc l^a^nder the Prhitiy Act 
J093or by tin id^an ujxler the Oflkin! 


Soclion 3 


3.1 


3.1(] 



id reviewing of performance, 
and revocal ion of 




/ 


h 


.^^2) 


Itjres for monitoring and reviewing 
— n erformance 

(TT 

U Director may n»nitor and review the perfomtaiKc of 

^ a vehicle inspector or Inspecting organisation In complying 


with (he requirements and conditions imposed by the 
Director under 2.3, including the performance of 
Inspection and certification activities at Individual ^tes. 

In HKinitoring and reviewing performance under 3.1(1), 
the Director may require a vehicle inspector or inspecting 
organisation to undergo such monitoring and re\'le\v, and 
to provide such infonnalion as the Director reasonably 
considers reles'anc 


; April 2002 






to 

11(3) 

3.1(1) 

3.2 

3.2(1) 


f.tmJ franspfiri f(nfc 


A wbirh* Insjjrrtcii or ii Inn organisaUoo niml comply 
with n rrc|uin*m«‘nl frcMii <fir I)ln‘rli»r oiidrr Xl{2}. 

A vchicit* iiisp<H(oroi iiis|Mt iiiig urgaiibiHiun imiM boar 
I ho rosis of Jho inoiiiiuriiig and reviewing of llioir 
IJorfonnajMT In acrordance with any prescribed foe. 

Action foUowing failure lo comply with 
conditions of appointment or witli tliis 


.h 

cCp 

irJi^fTlIlrinspo 




d" 


finspoctor 


3.2(2) 



If die Director lw»s reason lo l>cllc\"e lhal 
or inspecting organisation has failed tMOinmt vvilli any of 
the conditions of ilK'ir ap|X)ininu‘in^r n^lfuiled lo 
comply with this mle. tin* Dirccra^tS^^uire the 
inspector or organisation (o undcrg^l^h an Investigation 
and to provide such informa^uw the Director reasonably 
considen approjrrlate. 

♦ ^ 

Subject to 3.2(S), if. folK^in^n investigation under 
3.2(1), the Director dial a vehicle inspector or 

inspecting orgytisyAi hJ failed to comply with any of 
d)e condidon^wullli^ppointment. or failed to comply 
Willi this ru^|h^*^i^lor may do one or more of the 
following 


lat remedial action, such as training, be 
;en by tlie Inspector or organisation; 

pend lire wliole or any part of the appointment 
the Inspector or organisation for a specified 
period or until specified conditions are met; 

rc\'oke the whole or any part of the appointmenl of 
the inspector or organisation. 

Subject to 3.3, before carrying out an action uixiet 
3.2(2)(bjot (c), the Director must notify the vehicle 
inspector or inspecting organisation in writing oC 


/ .\piil:0U2 


PW 


Peter Wastney Engineering Ltd 

224 Wakapuaka Rd 
RD 1, 
Nelson 7071 
tel:0-3 545 0848 


Iconsuiting engineering 


8/11/2016 


17 Grove Road, 

Blenheim 

Drawbeam Mount Certificate 5775 - 19288 

Freightliner 

Reg. 

S/No. 

Owner: 

Manufacturer;! 


peten@)pwe.co.nz 


www.pwe.co.nz 






d" 


c- 


This is to certify that the new Drawbeam Certification, as sWT^|^ the photo and Drawing 
5775-'!9288, as fitted to the above vehicle, has been manufactureai^^f!^ly with NZS 5446:2005 for 
a maximum Towed mass of 30,000kg. Original Certificatioi^wai£5^16- 18635. 












<> 

*1 declare that f am a Heavy Vehicle Specialist Certifier - Engineer and I hold aji^^m( valid 
appointment I certify that this vehicle component design and this certificaiion^mfly in all respects 
with the Land Transport Rule: Vehicle Standards Compliance 2002; my D^ktj^ppointment and 
applicable requirements. To the best of my knowledge the information omitted in this certificate is 


true and correct ." 


REGISTER^MEbH 

♦JO' 




astney 

ANICAL ENGINEER ID PW 


'I? 

O' 



c 


t 

c 




NZTRANSPORT 

AGENCY 


WAKA KOTAHI 


r m^iufaci 

mrt 


Heavy vehicle specialist inspector's or m^j^iufactaring inspecting organisation's name (MttNT in caps) 

~i£ f\ _ _ \/\j ’^T 'y _ 


Heavy vehicle specialist certificate 

3nls%ti A y 


Must be presented to a CoF (heavy) inspecting organis 
Heoyy vehicle specialist inspector and inspecting orgq 


ID 

_ / _ 



Vehicle regi 


Make 



VIN/diassis number 


Model (optional) 

Certification category 

_ 

Description of work 


.J 


i [ Log bolsters 



PSV rollover 


f I Component being certified: j Chassis Load anchorage 

(Rowing connectior^^^^^ 1 Brakes 
jpSV stability 



Code/standard/rule certified to ^^l^onent load rating(s) 

_ tl 2 S^ _ £hA^L. ___J 

General drawing number(s) -vy- -- 


Supporting documents 


a/ 


tJ—c 


-J 


Special conditions (opHona/; 


.- --- 

Certification expiry date Ofappffcabk) 

.. 



Declaration 


I the undersigned, declare^^ayam the heavy vehicle specialist 
inspector identified §1^1 hoio a current valid appointment, I 
certify that the abov^m^tioned vehicle component's design^ 
manufacture and and this certification complies 

in all respects wi#^4Land Transport Rule: Vehicle Standards 
Compliance my appointment. To the best of my 

knowledge t^WTr^mation contained in the certificate is true 
and cofrecH 


Q »• Hubodometer readi ng ( miichever comes first) 

J .,J 1 _J _J J J J 


Designer's ID C/f different from inspector befow) 


Inspector': 




Inspector's name (PRINT inCA^ 


Date Number 


II . I no rM, oirtnofiirn 


ID number 

..jjjjj 

571814 


CoF vehicle Inspector signature 


Att M mftfidatoiY imlM 


Date 




I 


\Jf‘rK\r\ry No. 06/16 




































Peter Wastney Engineering PDS - Certification 

IDPW 

Operating from 224 Main Road^ Wakapuaka, R, D. 1, Nelson 




( 




S' 


Job Number 5775- 
Vehicle details 




d" 


Identity of Owner 
Measurements, and other factors relevant to the Certification 


Factors to be taken into account in the design. 


Relevant Standards and guidelines 

i\)%i 

Assumptions and Calculations 

ft — ^ 




Design and detailed Drawings 5775- 

Materials and fabrication methods 

Critical matters assessed durin; 
Inspection Dates 






Reasons for refusing 

When the vehicle i^^^ified , that that is certified is within safe tolerance of the relevant specifications 




and complete process 




Time taken to i 
Signed 
Date 

7 I am a Heavy Vehicle Specialist Certifier - Engineer and I hold a current valid 

apmdl^hent. I certify that this vehicle component design and this certification comply in all respects 
Land Transport Rule: Vehicle Standards Compliance 199S; my Deed of Appointment and 
^^^licable requirements. To the best of my knowledge the information contained in this certificate is 


and correct " 





PW 


Peter Wastney Engineering Ltd 

224 Wakapuaka Rd 
RD 1, 
Nelson 7071 
tel:0-3 54S 0848 


Iconsuiting engineering 


peter® pwc.CO. nz 


www.pwe.co.nz 




5/01/2016 


17 Grove road, 
Blenheim 




d" 


Drawbeam Mount Certificate 5775 - 18635 

Freightliner 
Reg. No. 

Manufacturer: 


This is to confirm that the mounting 


/ 


^^^irawbeam, attached to Subframe, has 
MTM Rating. Assembly is re mounted 


been completed in accordance with NZS5446 for a 3D^^ifa 

complete from which was certified 5725- % ^This vehicle had travelled 53,000 km since 

Drawbeam was fitted new. 




Photo of fabricat^^ra^beam. 

7 declare that^nfftt Heavy Vehicle Specialist Certifier - Engineer and / hold a current valid 
appointmepi^certify that this vehicle component design and this certification comply in all respects 
with th^JJtM’ransport Rule: Vehicle Standards Compliance 2002; my Deed of Appointment and 
applj^al4^equirements. To the best of my knowledge the information contained in this certificate is 
'correct" 


Peter Wastney 

REGISTERED MECHANICAL ENGINEER ID PW 








eavy Vehicle Specialist Certificate 


/X NZTRANSPORT 

AGENCY 

WAKA KOTAHI 

Must be presented to a CoF (Heavy) Inspecting Organisa^ 
Heavy Vehicle Specialist Inspector and Inspecting Organic 

Heavy Vehicle Specialist Inspector’s or Manufacturing Inspecting Organisation’s Name (ppjnt incaps> [ ID 

... ^ r'iJF/L __ LrJ /hSTr^ y I 


Vehicle Regi stration" VIN/Chassis Number 

Component being certified: 

i^j^vving Connection 

Certification Category | . \ Stability 

_J 

Description of Work 





! Load AnciK^rage 

j 

I Brakes 
f PSV Rollover 


A 





Code/Standard/Rule Certified to 




..j 


General Drawing Number(s) 




L Load Rating(s) 


Supporting Documents 


(^O d>o-o ^ c c __ 

1 --—. 



Special Conditions" f 

. . 


O- 


■d 


-»i- . 

7 f y \tf uppuijiatcj ^ 

. ij ..—_J 

I the undersigned, declare thal^^crhe Heavy Vehicle Specialist 
Inspector identified and I ho^y^urtent valid appointment. I 
certify that the above ^|ntioned vehicle component's design, 
manufacture and inst^ww, and this certification complies 
in all respects with Transport Rule: Vehicle Standards 

Compliance 2002 Appointment To the best of my 

knowledge the contained in the Certificate is true 

and correct. 


Certification Expiry Date (ifappUcabh) 


Declaration 



Qy Hubodometer Reading (v/hxhe/ercomes first) 

J JJ ...J .J .J J 


Designer's ID Ofdifftrmt from mspector below) 

Inspector^lllllllllllH^^^^^^ 

Inspector's Name <T>fl/»vr«rfCAPSJ 


.. I 

ID Number 

j.jd ' 


J 


Date y i 

4'U- .-.J 


Number 

538266 


*! CoF Vehicle Inspector Signature 

{ Date 



1 

R 



. . . . . 

w . 

-, — 

1 


itfWcMat«ii'll1i<iiH<lwii imirllVtlwWii* before tItUKceptvtU 


A • • % 


New Zealand Government 


Form ID 


LT400 


Version No. V/IA 


























































landata - HHVEH 


Page 1 of 1 


MCPWlT ^EIVWASTNEY 


( 


Quick Navigate 


Plate 


Inquire START of table readied 


I 


Make 2002 FREI6HTUNCR ARGOSY TSB 



> 

Current 

Plate 

Scroll Next - 

Hubo 

2/62B69SNZ 

Date 

From 

25/03/2014 

To 

Distance 

Start 

2 

End 

2/S65390NZ 

09/10/2013 

25/03/2014 

168463 

180091 


2/565390 

18/06/2010 

09/10/2013 


168000 

2/379949 

22/06/2006 

18/06/2010 


414000 

4/233738 

04/04/2003 

22/06/2006 


388311 

05/01/2016_ 

HVCERT 


HCPWl 

GAM445 

^ 




Next 

10:S8t33:62 SUCCESSFUL ENTRY 000005 


vp 






/ 


https://agentvpn.nzta.go\t.nz/PT/https://registers.nzta.govt.nz/landata/DefauIt.aspx 


5/01/2016 
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NZ TRANSPORT AGENCY 

WAKA KOTAHI 


Motochek 

Vehicle details query results 

05/01/2016 11:03 PETER WASTNEY ENGINEERING LIMITED - MOTOCHEK A/C 

return to immediate query entry 




S' 


2002 Freightliner Argosy Tsb Articulated Truck 

Plate: 

Odometer history details 
(Current odometer is recorded in kilometres) 

Odometer 




Odometer source 

Date ^ 

recorded 

Certificate of Fitness 
Inspection 

18/08/2015 

Certificate of Fitness 
Inspection 

02/03/2015 

Certificate of Fitness 
Inspection 

25/08/2014 

Certificate of Fitness 
Inspection 

03/03/2014 

Certificate of Fitness 
Inspection 

02/09/201^ 

Certificate of Fitness 
Inspection 

Certificate of Fitness 
Inspection 

Certificate of Fitness 
Inspection 

Certificate of Fitness , 
Inspection ^ 

07/03/^^ 

06/(^013 

^^^/2012 

^16/03/2012 

fnspSr' 11/01/2012 

Certificate of Fi^j^^ 
Inspection 

Certificate of^t^ss 
InspectioA^ 

Certifica)ya£^itness 

Inspectl^^ 

16/08/2011 

17/02/2011 

13/08/2010 

RoadC^ Inspection 

30/04/2010 

Ceifiltete of Fitness 
Dwf^tion 

V^focside Inspection 

16/02/2010 

09/11/2009 

^^oadside Inspection 

20/10/2009 


/ 


71, 

.^^^940 


https://glsgwproO 1 .transactpro.nzta.govt.nz/MotoChek/Query Result/Query 1 


5/01/2016 




Vehicle details quer> results 
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mass: 

Fuel type: 


Tare weight: 
Axle type: 

Front axle group 
rating: 


Diesel 


8,980 kg 

4-Axle Twin Steer 
+ Tandem 

10886 


Last COF 
inspection: 

Expiry date of last 
COF: 

No. of axles: 
Wheelbase: 

Rear axle group 
rating: 


18/08/2015 (Pass) 
07/03/2016 


Registration details 


Date first 
registered in NZ: 

Licence expiry 
date: 

Licence issue 
date/time: 

Cause of latest 
registration: 

Date of last 
registration: 

Latest odometer: 

Date of odometer 
reading: 

Odometer source: 
Odometer unit: 

Plate history 

Plate 


12/04/2003 


06/12/2016 
15/12/2015 09:41 


Registration 

status: 


New 

12/04/2003 

115,243 
18/08/2015 

Certificate of 
Fitness Inspect! 

Kilometres 


Plate type: 
Licence type: 
Continuous lice 
Usage: ^ . 

lO 

Subject t^fw: 

Subjeo^l^tyC: 
Subj^t tlSwOF: 

d 



Transport Licensed 
Goods 

Yes 

Yes 

No 


Date issued] 
12 / 04 /^^^ 


0 


<ir 




p 


/ 


https://glsgwproO 1 .transactpro.nzta.govt.nz/MotoChek/Query Result/Query 1 


5/01/2016 



Vehicle details query results 
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Certificate of Fitness 
Inspection 

Roadside Inspection 
Roadside Inspection 
Certificate of Fitness 
Inspection 

Certificate of Fitness 
Inspection 

Certificate of Fitness 
Inspection 

Certificate of Fitness 
Inspection 

Certificate of Fitness 
Inspection 

Certificate of Fitness 
Inspection 
Certificate of Fitness 
Inspection 

Certificate of Fitness 
Inspection 

Roadside Inspection 

Certificate of Fitness 
Inspection 

Certificate of Fitness 
Inspection 

Certificate of Fitness 
Inspection 

Certificate of Fitness 
Inspection 

Certificate of Fitness 
Inspection 

Certificate of Fitness 
Inspection 

Certificate of Fitness 
Inspection 

Certificate of Fitne' 
Inspection 

Certificate of Fjm^ 
Inspection 

or^t21 


07/08/2009 701,431 

29/06/2009 692,100 
14/05/2009 679,019 

11/02/2009 647,080 
15/08/2008 595,151 
11/02/2008 540,643 
08/02/2008 540,633 
17/08/2007 497,122 
19/02/2007 449,856 
03/08/2006 394,679 




02/08/2006 394,672 
14/07/2006 389,4 


20/02/2006 337,1)8^ 

24/08/20 


/ 




d" 


20/02/2006 
24/08/20^J^W,079 
22/08/^^ 278,814 
15/q^005 225,567 
^^^9/2004 165,479 
-A»^3/03/2004 108,108 
'Q* 16/09/2003 49,515 


Pre*regist«fltioiTCheck 


»gist«^io 

Vehicle/QoEai 

Vehic pe: 

number: 


12/04/2003 

17/12/2002 




Q CbisCr r 

WArer: 

I 


ross vehicle 


Goods 

Van/Truck/Utility 
no info 
Green 
324 kw 
30,844 kg 


1,085 

329 


Engine no: S6NZ83717 

CC rating: 14,600 

Country of origin: United States Of 
America 

Assembly type: Imported Built-Up 

No. of seats: 2 


https;//gisgwproO 1 .transactpro.iizta.govt.nz/MotoChek/Query Result/Query 1 


5/01/2016 


( 


Peter Wastney Engineering PDS - Certification 

ID PW 

Operating from 224 Main Road, Wakapuaka, R. D. 1, Nelson 




Job Number 5775- 
Vehicle details 






d" 


Identity of Owner 

Measurements, and other factors relevant to the Certification 

Factors to be taken into account in the design. 


Relevant Standards and guidelines 


Assumptions and Calculations 




/ 

A-m a 

A 

^ y 

Design and detailed Drawings 5775- 
Materials and fabrication methods 
Critical matters assessed duriiUMll|Dection 
Inspection Dates / 

Reasons for refiisinCTftiibtify / 

When the veltide^ certified, that that is certified is within safe tolerance of the relevant specifications 
taJ^^o inspect and complete process 

JJ’ A 




Time 








Tom Logan 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Brian Sara 

Tuesday, 28 November 2017 10:10 a.m. 
david@thesandbox.co.nz 
Tom Logan (Tom.Logan@nzta.govt.nz) 

FW; PW Files uplifted 22 November 2017 
Part.l7452.SLDPRT; Part.l8635.SLDDRW; Part.l9288.SLDDRW; Par 
Section 198 letter dated 20-ll-2017.pdf; LT400 571814 Certificat 
Reg BFP872.pdf; LT400 538266 Certification File PW 18635 


Hello David 


Attached are further files that we uplifted for Reg No| 
assess for us. 


from P Wastney Iasi 


LT400 No 538266 was issued on 5/1/2016. We have been advised that this d 
afterwards and was replaced. Can you please check the attached files (parti 
are unable to access) and advise if there is sufficient information available 
he case of this particular drawbeam, is there anything in the file that ind 
NZS:5446. 




288.SLDPRT; 

PW 19288 
2.pdf 


at we would like you to 


am failed in service, shortly 
the solid-works files that we 
<e a certification decision and in 
^that it may not comply with 


Similarly in the case of LT400 No 571814, can you please check thpj^^tis also. This is for the replacement 
drawbeam which we believe is currently still in service. 

Regards, 

Brian Sara 

Manager Vehicles - Operational Standards 8i Guidelines 1^1^ "Ira^ort Agency DDI 64 4 901 6712 

" .(S' 


cy 



1 





6th December 2017 
Brian Sara 

Customer E>esign & Delivery Group 
NZ Transport Agency 
Private Bag 6995 
Wellington 6141 
New Zealand 



P 06 355 1777 M(T»829 435 
E endi^hesandbox.co.nz 

287 Hokowhitu 

bton North 4 410 





thesandbox.co.nz 


r)jM^8r<lesign 17452, is 
compared with a similar design which failed in service on the August 2017 while 

fitted to JWN197. 


RE; Drawbeams on registration 
Introduction 

The towing connection fitted to 


Initial Findings 
Ion the 5*^ of January i 


Reportedly the 17452-design failed while fitted to 
replacement drawbeam on the 8*^ of November 2016, d( 


initially fitted to| 
2016. 


:)n the 29^^ of May 2014 bei 



eter Wastney certified a 
9288. Drawbeam 17452 was 
g moved to January 


The history of the three vdiicles involved c(pd^^^ant certification dates are shown 
Figure 1. 


m 


7014 




T XU 

XIS 

?016 

2017 

] 





Today 


7017 


? 01 « 



Figure 1 Tozving connect 


chon mstory 

Drawbeam 

A review of the Ix^^s fatigue history, using Landata, shows the component was fitted to 
two vehicles qj^rHls service life. Table 1 and Figure 1. 

V 

1 Dra^^t^ySn 1 


Table 


1 17452 Vehicle history 


Registration 

Date certified to vehicle 

Travel Distance* 


29*^ May 2014 

39,000 km 


5*^ of January 2016 

40,000 km 




40 


•roximate km travelled based on certification date^ no account is made for the down time while fitting 
or replacement towing connections i.e. time off the road. 















The basic design of the drawbcam is shown in Figure 2. 



The drawbeam was certified on^^^^|in January 2016 before 
failure after approximately 40,000km of service on the 8^^ of 
approximate service life of the drawbeam is 79,000km. 


Figure 2 Chawbeam design 17452, Isometric view (left). Isometric view rear (ri^^^^ 

)re 1^. 

Drawbeam 18877 

Drawbeam 18877 which failed on the 27* of Augu^/5(H7 
approximately 80,000 km. Basic design views are shoS^^H Fij 


eplaced due to 
r 2016. Tl'ie total 


on JWN197, had travelled 
Figure 3. 



SoIidWorks Design-Jlmeline 17452 & 18877 

The 17452 SoIidW^fei^e was created on the 29* of May 2014, the same day as the initial 
certification on The file was last saved on the 29* of August 2017 which is 2 days 

after the JWN^^S^ddent date. Figure 4. 




0 " 




1703-792 NZTA - Drawbeam 


Draft Rev 2 


Page 2 of 4 












Sunwnirf inAopnMton 


- □ X 


Citflam Cgirfvratn* tpvtAc 




r 


5 - 


CrtrM T>«iin<t(T » u«r 2M-« ia»:43 fM 

l<AU>*d- TiMXtar 3»3«qiA>2Dt '*j«al*M 

'Stl«<«dSr *<MknarjsiM 

L« 5 t satm saumraws 2 iwf 


Figure 4 Solid Works Summary information -17452 


/ 

/ 


Uttitut 

Cnattn Tffend^r <dM«r»u 

P^omtSf *itv*lH>*r^9^r12^!}2$m 
UK % Ad>mKr«*o< 


Figure 5 SolidWorks Summary Informatiojt 

Overlaying the SolidWorks CAD^le^hows that both drawbeam designs, 17542 and 
18877, are identical. The only diffemjfi^ are in the truck chassis dimensions and the bolt 
group detail. The SolidWorks stanp dates and suppressed features in the SolidWorks 
model tree also support this co^^jlion. Figure 4 and Figure 5. 


Note SolidWorks last savi 



s the files were modified to some extent on that date. 


Query to Certifier 

On the 4'^ of 
original design 
JWN197 was 
file was ere. 
certifications 




fll7. Sandbox sent an email to NZTA querying the date the 
197 was created in SolidWorks, May 2014. The drawbeam on 
on the 16^ of June 2016 some two years after the SolidWorks CAD 
his indicated that the design might have been used for multiple 
dbox and NZTA were concerned that other vehicles using the same 


ematurely fail due to the design issues foimd in 18877 0WN197's 


Thdyger^fier responded back to NZTA on the of September and stated, "No, this was a 
only". 


0 


mmr 


1703-792 NZTA - Drawbeam 


- Draft Rev 2 


Page 3 of 4 






It was asstimed that the response from the certifier was correct and that there was some 
other reason for the age of the Solid Works CAD file. 

It is now apparent given the date of the certification of the drawbeam on j^^^Hand the 
CAD file creation date that the statement made by Mr Wastney was incorrect. 




S' 



d- 


Conclusions 

Based on the SolidWorks files and the design timelines the following can be concludi 

• The certifiers statement that JWN197 was a one-off design is not corn 

• The certifier opened tlie design 17452 CAD file within 2 days W1197 

accident and made some modification to the file. ^ 

• The certifier was aware of the failure on 
failure in service of the towing connection JWN197. 

The two drawbeam failed at approximately the same servioe^i^ 

r /-. 1 . -.rr..r-r» ^ Ttcd or investigated. 

I drawbeam design 
t of the 17452 design. 


■some seven 



s before the 


as not been j 


The failure of the design 17452 on 
There are no notes on the certifier's replacement 


!l^t 


O' 


certificate (design 19288) stating the reason for repl 

The conclusions show a breach of the primary dut}^<Dwfied in the NZTA Vehicle 
Inspection Requirements Manual Section 3.1.1 ai^d*Hhe ethical responsibilities as a 
Chartered Professional Engineer. 


DAVID MANLEY BE, MEngSt, 
SENIOR CONSULTING ENGIN 








NEEf 



1703-792 NZTA - Drawbeam 


- Draft Rev 2 
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Tom Logan 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 


Peter Wastney (PWE) <peter@p_we.co.nz> 
Monday, 11 December 2017 6:04 p.m. 
Tom Logan 

RE: LT400 554622 questions 

FollowUp 

Flagged 


The design was used on Both ^^^|and 
vehicle has been fitted wiSth this design 

Regards, 

Peter Wastney 
Peter Wastney Engineering 
224 Wakapuaka Road, RD1 
Nelson 7071 

64 3 545 0848 
peter@pwe.co.nz 

www.pwe.co.nz 


From: Tom Logan [mailto:Tom.Logan@nzta.govt.nz] 
Sent: Monday, 11 December 2017 3:52 p.m. 

To: peter@pwe.co.nz 

Subject: RE: LT400 554622 questions 

Hi Peter, 



You have previously confirmed to us that the drawbeam that failed on JWN197 in August 2017 was a 

one-off design, and that the CAD file was develdfced il May 20104 but not used as the analysis showed that the 
design failed to meet the requirements of the stahiJera. 


However it appears that this d esign wa s in 
drawbeam was then moved toB^HT 
554622 (JWN197) is identical in detail 
eported as having failed at a similar fa 



rtified by you on 29 May 2014 for use on this 

led by you on 5 January 2016. The SolidWorksmodel from LT400 
iffor mountings) to the one on LT400 538266 which is 

age. 


Can you please clarify this for us any^yise if this design, or similar, has been used on any other vehicles as it 
appears that you may have beq£ i\p|ken about it being a one-off. 


Thanks and regards, 
Tom. 


.b 




From: Peter Wastn^^WE) [mailto:peter@pwe.co.nz] 

Sent: Tuesday, 2^i^ptember 2017 3:11 p.m. 

To: Tom Logawv 

Subject: RE:\0C)O 554622 questions 

Xyjjrawbeam model was developed for an application, mounting inside the Chassis rails in a very compact 
is mandatory to save the model before carrying out stress analysis, if the model is unsaved, then an 


Backgrq 
In 201 ^ 

slufS 



armCary saved file is created by the programme. If analysis shows a weakness in design, the model is modified, and 


1 






the analysis is re run. In this particular case, it was decided that the model could not be modified to meet required 
loading, so an alternative design was made up from scratch. In such cases, the saved file is overwritten, but for some 
reason this was not done in this case, an unsatisfactory design remained on file, together with analysis to matciflihe 
loading of a 30 Tonne towing connection. W 

Inspections. 

I was in Greymouth on 12**’ May, 2016, when the deck framework had been built. The photos in the subs^iJfenr 
Load Anchorage certificate were taken at this time. Aratuna Freighters expressed a desire for a drawbearnmat 
would fit inside the Chassis rails for this vehicle, and as a result I sent details of several different models fr^ my 
files. Without realising it, I forwarded the failed design amongst these, I did not examine the stress ^(wlysis at that 
time. 

I was next in Greymouth on 1** June, 2016, at this time crane mount and drawbeam were inc ompleta ^ 

Drawbeam and Crane mount certificates were issued on 16* June 2016, the photos used in thq^cSrtificates were 
taken at 5:30 pm on 15* June, I was not in Greymouth that day. ' 

I was next in Greymouth for final inspection on 23* June, 2016, and would have inspectec^fifs. vehicle in the yard of 
Aratuna freighters. I did not notice the cut-out or missing extended gussets, these wouleMwte been obscured by the 
chassis spacers over the crane bolts at that time. I did not notice the incorrectly seatb^wasners, they would have 
been hard up inside the lower drawbeam member. The specification for the hole s^rei^referred to the distance 
from the chassis flange, rather than the mounting plate. In particular, the 12mm c(^teter hole would have been a 
factory hole in the chassis that was picked up because it was there. These facto/SHj^av have hastened the 
. catastrophic failure of this drawbeam, but did not cause it. The cause was in fj^uHy design. 

' . EA Analysis 

If the requirement for analytical analysis was replaced by a requirement |)6^i^duct a laboratory test, then a means 
of restraint would need to be spelled out. For example, it would need »»pl^ated that the chassis be attached to a 
cradle, supported at its suspension mounts, and load applied to the cKSow^am. Similar restraints are needed for 
analytical analysis, but NZS 5446 is silent on how these are to be . Obviously different assumptions are going 

to give different results, but I contend that either allowing flexttre of t^e Chassis rails, or taking these as rigid has and 
can provide robust Drawbeam designs for New Zealand conditji^^ 

Mesh size was chosen as default by the programme for high^^ljty meshing, I would only use draft quality as 
preliminary analysis. I could have manually selected a sm^t^esh size, but generally when this is done, results are 
very similar. 

The only way a design difference between model ant^rsn^g can occur is if the drawing was prepared and printed 
with subsequent modification of the model. If tha»dTt»wh»g was opened subsequent to change in the model, it would 
reflect these changes. ^ ) 

When the analysis was run for this particular dravvbSeim, they were re run from the earlier file, without the critical 
evaluation of the results that were warrantecU^tlier analysis showed that this design failed to meet the 
requirements of the standard, the same shp%*(adrave been picked up at this analysis, but was not. 


c 


The Motochek data for Nissan I 


|v^fi?|^r a completely different job, and was misfiled 


Regards, 

Peter Wastnei 
Peter Wasti 
224 Wal 
Nelson 




Peter Wastney 



ito^ wigineering 
Road, RD1 


2 





From: Tom Logan rmailto:Tom.LoQan(a)nzta.Qovt.nz1 
Sent: Friday, 22 September 2017 2:01 p.m. 

To: Peter Wastney (PWE) 

Subject: LT400 554622 questions 

Hi Peter, 

We have received the attached report on your certification LT400 number 554622 (your file reference 5775- 
18877) - a drawbeam certification on an Iveco truck. I would appreciate any explanation or com?)<M^s on the 
findings of this report, by the end of business on the 6*'' of October 2017 at the latest, so that w^^ttake those 
into consideration for our investigation. 





ted from your 


ectly due to 


In particular I would appreciate comments on the following points raised in the report and/or 
certification file provided: 

• Did you carry out a final inspection with the drawbeam installed, and if so 

o why you certified the drawbeam when there were washers not seafciijA _ 
interference on the weld 

o Why you certified the drawbeam when mounting holes were clossi^^dhe edge than specified 
o Why you certified the drawbeam when the design was different one analysed, eg a 10mm 
cut-out and no extended rear gussets 

• With regards to your FEA analysis, 

( o what was the basis of the boundary conditions chosen an^mV^does that correlate to the real- 

world situation 

o what was the basis for your choice of mesh size for t|^ en^sis 

o why is there a design difference between the drawingKj^TEA model in your certification file 
o why, when the material yield strength is identified |^8i^.6MPa, you have certified the drawbeam 
showing areas of stress over 280MPa 

• Why is there Motochek information for a 2008 Nissan trucK^^icense plate numberflIHI included in your 
certification file for an Iveco truck license number JWi^l^ 


Regards, 

Tom. 


Tom Logan Senior Advisor 
Technical Services 

E tom.loqan@nzta.Qovt.nz / W nzta.aovt.nz 

National Office Victoria Arcade, 50 Victoria Str^ 
Private Bag 6995, Wellington 6141, New Zeala 



O' 


Expect 
trains at 
any time 



TRANSPORT 

AGENCY 


Find the latest transpi 
www.nzta.qovt.nz 

iLiflfei 


information, and advice on our website; 


This email is 
proprietary qr^ 
not use an 


<ir 




Mkdmnded to be read by the named recipient. It may contain information which is confidential. 
rTi^^ubject of legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient you must delete this email and may 
I nfo rmation contained in it. Legal privilege is not waived because you have read this email. 
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Virus-free, www avast.com 


Find the latest transport news, information, and advice on our website: 
www.nzta.qovt.nz 


This email is only intended to be read by the named recipient. It may contain information which is co^Mential, 
proprietary or the subject of legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient you must delete this'ernttll and may 
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Tom Logan 




From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 


Hi Peter, 


Tom Logan 

Tuesday, 12 December 2017 2:08 p.m. 

' peter® pwe.co.nz' 

Brian Sara 

RE: LT400 554622 questions 

RE: Request for files - Urgent; RE Request for files - Aratuna FreighJ^s Ltd Iveco 

O' 


Stralis Reg No JWN197 - Urgent {3).msg 





ing to the design 


jed certification to 


I am concerned about an apparent contradiction in relation to your answers to questioi 
certification of the drawbeam used on 3WN197 that failed on 17 August 2017. 

On 5 September 2017 Brian Sara asked you "Also can you please advise if you ha"^ 

NZS5446 for any other drawbeams the same or similar to this vehicle" and you "No, this was a one off 

only" 

Again on 5 September 2017 Brian pointed out the dates of the SolidWorks fie^'You have advised that "this was 


other drawbeams the same or 


led below) was created on Thursday 

ibSl^gyin 2014, but not used because I had 


( ^ 

' j one off only" when asked If "you have issued certification to NZS5446 fc 
similar to this vehicle." We have noted that the CAD file you provided 
29 May 2014 at 2:26:43 pm." Your exp\anat\on was "CAD file was 
concerns for it then." 

Below you state "In 2014, a drawbeam model was developed foP^^fiplication, mounting inside the Chassis rails 
in a very compact situation. It is mandatory to save the moda^pefof^ carrying out stress analysis, if the mode! is 
unsaved, then an arbitrary saved file is created by the program^. If analysis shows a weakness in design, the 
model is modified, and the analysis is re run. In this parti^ul^r^^e, it was decided that the model could not be 
modified to meet required loading, so an alternative desig^ttf^made up from scratch" 


It is now apparent that you did in fact certify this de 
which does not give us confidence that this design, 
statement that it was not used in 2014 is incorrei 


Can you please provide an explanation for this a 


Regards, 

Tom. 


From: Peter Wastney (PWE) [mailtg 
Sent: Monday, 11 December 2C 
To: Tom Logan 
Subject: RE: LT400 554622 

The design was used on B 
vehicle has been fitte 







0 other vehicles (the same component relocated) 
ar, has not been used on even more vehicles. Your 


t contradiction. 



but has since been replaced on both of these vehicles. No other 


Regards, 

Peter Wastney 
Peter Wastne 
224 Wakapui 
Nelson 70 


1 









From: Tom Logan rmailto:Tom.LOQan@nzta.aovt.nz1 
Sent: Monday, 11 December 2017 3:52 p.m. 

To: peter@pwe.co.nz 

Subject: RE: LT400 554622 questions 

Hi Peter, 


S' 


Os' 


You have previously confirmed to us that the design of the drawbeam that failed on JWN197 in Augu^t^f/ was a 
one-off design, and that the CAD fiie was deveioped in May 20104 but not used as the anaiysis showed mat the 
design failed to meet the requirements of the standard. 


However it appears that this designwas in fact certified by you on 29 May 2014 for use on 
drawbeam was then moved to^^^Hand certified by you on 5 January 2016. The SolidW^ 
554622 {JWN197) is identical in detail (except for mountings) to the one on LT400 538266 ( 
reported as having faiied at a similar fatigue age. 



' this 

nabdei from LT400 
which is 


001^1% ol 


Can you please clarify this for us and advise if this design, or similar, has been used o 
appears that you may have been mistaken about it being a one-off. * 


other vehicies as it 


Thanks and regards, 
Tom. 


( 




THfnounting inside the Chassis rails in a very compact 
at stress analysis, if the model is unsaved, then an 
shows a weakness in design, the model is modified, and 




From: Peter Wastney (PWE) rmailto:peter(a)pwe.co.nz1 
Sent: Tuesday, 26 September 2017 3:11 p.m. 

To: Tom Logan 

Subject: RE: LT400 554622 questions 
Background 

In 2014, a drawbeam model was developed for an applicaj 
situation. It is mandatory to save the model before ca^ 
arbitrary saved file is created by the programme. If; 

the analysis is re run. In this particular case, it was^lecTHed that the model could not be modified to meet required 
loading, so an alternative design was made up fr^ scotch. In such cases, the saved file is overwritten, but for some 
reason this was not done in this case, an unsatisfactofy design remained on file, together with analysis to match the 
loading of a 30 Tonne towing connection. 

Inspections. 

I was in Greymouth on 12*’' May, 2016, tTte deck framework had been built. The photos in the subsequent 
_oad Anchorage certificate were taken aithis time. Aratuna Freighters expressed a desire for a drawbeam that 
would fit inside the Chassis rails for thj^ehicle, and as a result I sent details of several different models from my 
files. Without realising it, I forward#®t^ failed design amongst these, I did not examine the stress analysis at that 
time. 

I was next in Greymouth on 1'* JBQg^016, at this time crane mount and drawbeam were incomplete. 

Drawbeam and Crane mountj^e^icates were issued on 16'^ June 2016, the photos used in those certificates were 
taken at 5:30 pm on 15*'’ JuilbJVas not in Greymouth that day. 

I was next in Greymoijth mKiinal inspection on 23’^'* June, 2016, and would have inspected this vehicle in the yard of 
Aratuna freighters. I di#i^£t notice the cut-out or missing extended gussets, these would have been obscured by the 
chassis spacers overjrfcfirane bolts at that time. I did not notice the incorrectly seated washers, they would have 
been hard up insid^ra lower drawbeam member. The specification for the hole spacing referred to the distance 
from the chassis^j^af^e, rather than the mounting plate. In particular, the 12mm diameter hole would have been a 
factory hole in'T^'tffiassis that was picked up because it was there. These factors may have hastened the 
catastrophic^ilure of this drawbeam, but did not cause it. The cause was in faulty design. 

FEA 

If the reewlt'ement for analytical analysis was replaced by a requirement to conduct a laboratory test, then a means 
of castP^y would need to be spelled out. For example, it would need to be stated that the chassis be attached to a 
cffidM^^pported at its suspension mounts, and load applied to the drawbeam. Similar restraints are needed for 
analytical analysis, but NZS 5446 is silent on how these are to be selected. Obviously different assumptions are going 
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to give different results, but I contend that either allowing flexure of the Chassis rails, or taking these as rigid has and 
can provide robust Drawbeam designs for New Zealand conditions. 

Mesh size was chosen as default by the programme for high quality meshing, I would only use draft quality as 
preliminary analysis. I could have manually selected a smaller mesh size, but generally when this is done, res^'l al 
very similar. 

The only way a design difference between model and drawing can occur is if the drawing was prepared arfST^mted 
with subsequent modification of the model. If the drawing was opened subsequent to change in the madeiriLwould 
reflect these changes. 

When the analysis was run for this particular drawbeam, they were re run from the earlier file, withQiJt the critical 
evaluation of the results that were warranted. Earlier analysis showed that this design failed to m^ 
requirements of the standard, the same should have been picked up at this analysis, but was i 
The Motochek data for Nissan ^^^|was for a completely different job, and was misfiled 



Peter Wastney 



Regards, 

Peter Wastney 
Peter Wastney Engineering 
224 Wakapuaka Road, RD1 
Nelson 7071 

64 3 545 0848 
peter@pwe.co.nz 

www.pwe.co.nz 

From: Tom Logan rmailto:Tom.Loaan@nzta.qoy.r 
Sent: Friday, 22 September 2017 2:01 p.m. 

To: Peter Wastney (PWE) 

^ Tubject: LT400 554622 questions 

Hi Peter, 

We have received the attached ^H^Mron your certification LT400 number 554622 (your file reference 5775- 
18877) - a drawbeam certificating an Iveco truck. I would appreciate any explanation or comments on the 
findings of this report, by th^e^^OT business on the 6“* of October 2017 at the latest, so that we can take those 
into consideration for our iq^o^bgation. 


In particular I would . 
certification file provic 

• Did you cat 


ie comments on the following points raised in the report and/or noted from your 


o ( 


<ir 


ut a final inspection with the drawbeam installed, and if so 
Li certified the drawbeam when there were washers not seating correctly due to 
erence on the weld 

/“IMM you certified the drawbeam when mounting hoies were closer to the edge than specified 
* ^/^y you certified the drawbeam when the design was different to the one analysed, eg a 10mm 
^ cut-out and no extended rear gussets 
gards to your FEA analysis, 

what was the basis of the boundary conditions chosen and how does that correlate to the real- 
world situation 

what was the basis for your choice of mesh size for the analysis 

why is there a design difference between the drawing and FEA model in your certification file 
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o 


why, when the material yield strength is identified as 220.6MPa, you have certified the drawbeam 
showing areas of stress over 280MPa 

Why is there Motochek information for a 2008 Nissan truck, license plate number] 
certification file for an Iveco truck license number 3WN197 


included in 


Regards, 

Tom. 




Tom Logan / Senior Advisor 
Technical Services 

E tom.loQan@nzta.aovt.n2 / W nzta.QOVt.nz 

National Office Victoria Arcade, 50 Victoria Street. 
Private Bag 6995, Wellington 6141 , New Zealand 


Expect 
trains at 
any time 



and from 
eitbiir 
ditection 


( TRANSPORT 
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You 
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Find the latest transport news, information, and advice on our we! 
www.nzta.QOvt.nz 


/ 
/ 




S' 




This email is only intended to be read by the named recipient •Unroy contain information which is confidential, 
proprietary or the subject of legal privilege. If you are not th^h^ded recipient you must delete this email and may 
not use any information contained in it. Legal privilege^is H^t^ived because you have read this email. 


d 


Virus-free, www avast.com 


L Find the latest transport news, information,' 
www.nzta.Qovt.nz 


on, cln 




d advice on our website: 


This email is only intended to be 
proprietary or the subject of I 
not use any information confc 



by the named recipient. It may contain information which is confidential, 
ilege. If you are not the intended recipient you must delete this email and may 
it. Legal privilege is not waived because you have read this email. 


4 

















Tom Logan 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


No, this was a one off only 
Regards, 

Peter Wastney 


Peter Wastney (PWE) <peter@pwe.co.nz> 
Tuesday, 5 September 2017 10:08 a.m. 
Brian Sara 

RE: Request for files - Urgent 






d" 


( 


/ 

lettJi^equesting files that was delivered to you 

Additionally: All documents pertaining to any other vehicles, irresjV^t^ of make and model that have been certified 
by you, involving the same or similar designs and specifications^or draWbeams and/or crane mounting. 


From: Brian Sara |'mailto:Brian.Sara(a)nzta.aovt.nz1 
Sent: Tuesday, 5 September 2017 9:04 a.m. 

To: Peter Wastney f Deter(a)Dwe.co.nz ') 

Subject: FW: Request for files - Urgent 
Importance: High 

Hello Peter 

Copied below is one of the questions that was included in the formal 
on Friday 1 September 2017 and also raised in the email below: 




Email: Also can you please advise if you have issued certific^ro^ td NZS5446 for any other drawbeams the same or 
similar to this vehicle. 

Can you please respond to this question urgently? 


Regards, 

Brian Sara 

Manager Vehicles - NZ Transport Agency 
DDI 64 4 901 6712 M 


o 




From: Brian Sara Y 

Sent: Monday, 4 September 2017 4^^»^.m. 

To: 'peter@pwe.co.nz' . 

Subject: RE: Request for files -J^hseHt 

Hello Peter 

O' 

Thanks for sending th^e tnrmigh. 

Regards, 

Brian Sara 

Manager Vehicl^i^Z Transport Agency 
DDI 64 4 901 6 

From: rai^™astney (PWE) rmailto:Deter@pwe.co.nz1 
Sent: ^^ay, 4 September 2017 3:39 p.m. 
To^'fcw^ara 

RE: Request for files - Urgent 
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From: Brian Sara rmailto:Brian.Sara@nzta.QOVt.nz1 
Sent: Friday, 1 September 2017 5:44 p.m. 

To: Peter Wastney ( Deter@pwe.co.nz ') 

Subject: Request for files - Urgent 

Hello Peter 


A 


< 


Further to our telephone discussion where we lost reception, attached is a copy of the letter that y^^4elivered to 
your address today. 

V" 

I want to confirm for clarity that in addition to original hard copies we want a full electronic cop^f the drawing- 
analysis files in whatever the original format that it was produced, i.e AutoCAD, Solid WorWST^c included. These are 
for the certification of the Drawbeam LT400 554622, Crane Mounting LT400 554623 & LM^*Anchors LT400 550344. 

Also can you please advise if you have issued certification to NZS5446 for any other'draWbeams the same or similar 
to this vehicle. Jtt 

I will arrange for somebody to call on Monday to pick these up. Can you ple^^^ntact me by 10:00 am on Monday 
* September 2017 to confirm you have these available. 


Regards, 

Brian Sara / Manager Vehicles 
Customer Design & Delivery Croup 

DPI 64 4 901 6712 M 

E brian.sara<g>nzta.aovt.nz / W nzta.aovt.nz 

Chews Lane Precinct, SO Victoria St 

Private Bag 6995, Wellington 6141, New Zealand 

TRANSPORT 


vp 


AGENCY 


Find the latest transport news, information, and advii 
www.nzta.qovt.nz (Z> 




. 0 ^ 


on our website: 




■■his email is only intended to be read byt^n^temed recipient. It may contain information which is confidential, 
proprietary or the subject of legal priviljMe. you are not the intended recipient you must delete this email and may 
not use any information contained in j^^egal privilege is not waived because you have read this email. 


Virus-free, wwwavait.com 


Find the latest transtS^ news, information, and advice on our website: 
www.nzta.aovt.nz- 



This email 
proprie' 
not use 


ntended to be read by the named recipient. It may contain information which is confidential, 
e subject of legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient you must delete this email and may 
brmation contained in it. Legal privilege is not waived because you have read this email. 
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Tom 


Log 


an 


Tgent 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Peter Wastney (PWE) <peter@pwe.co.nz> 

Wednesday, 6 September 2017 3:13 p.m. 

Brian Sara 

RE: Request for files - Aratuna Freighters Ltd Iveco Stralis Reg No JWI 


r^- 


(frAraTU 


CAD file was created in 2014, but not used because I had concerns for it then. It re surfac4e3s wh^A^una wanted 
a compact design, along with others that would have been more suitable. They picked that on^ afflMmfortunatelv I 
did not look closely enough at the analysis at that time. I can now see that your analysis is correct ~ 


Regards, 


Peter Wastney 
Peter Wastney Engineering 
224 Wakapuaka Road, RD1 
Nelson 7071 

64 3 545 0848 
\ jeter@pwe.co.nz 
www.pwe.co.nz 


From: Brian Sara [mailto:Brian.Sara@nzta.govt.nz] 

Sent: Tuesday, 5 September 2017 4:41 p.m. 

To: peter@pwe.co.nz 
Subject: RE: Request for files - Aratuna Freighters Ltd Iveco 
Importance: High 


/ 

ICO SOTfe F 

•A 


Reg No JWN197 - Urgent 


Hello again Peter 




el^^e 


We have had some initial analysis carried out on t he w a^^eam fitted to the Aratuna Freighters Ltd Iveco Stralis Reg 
No JWN197 that recently suffered a catastrophic/ailulte. As a result we are of the opinion the design is seriously 
deficient and that drawbeams of similar design pSf^ln immediate risk to the public. 

You have advised that "this was a one off onl^^j^en asked if "you have issued certification to NZS5446 for any 
other drawbeams the same or similar to<b^>Wiicle." 

t 

We have noted that the CAD file you provided (see clip below) was created on Thursday 29 May 2014 at 2:26:43 


pm. 


a? 


^vi 


<ir 


O' 




h 




1 





C««0« sptctfx 




SUiytCt 


t*0 Ssv«4l 
t^n 


IHirsdAy ?«M*y2014 2:2«>4SfM 
Moodfy 4 $«p«tff)brr i14i;2t am 
A^nMMtrMM 


l«t Smd VMi SOl«WOfflCS ^ 


, <? 

^ The LT400 that you issued for the failed drawbeam fitted to Iveco Stralis RdJ^^JWN197, was issued on 16 June 

2016 - some 25 months after the file was created. This raises a furth^ c^^on in that either the intention to 
certify this particular drawbeam was signalled over two years before itHi<^TOmpleted or the drawing may have 
been used for another vehicle or vehicles prior to the June 2016 cerrflNiion. Given that we now have a concern 
that drawbeams of similar design pose an immediate risk to the p^Ilhj^t is imperative that we, as the regulator, 
ensure that appropriate steps are taken to ensure public safet?^^^ 


!& 




5- 


|^2!^h 


( 


Can you please check your records again in case there are &t)]eiiJ^hicles that have drawbeams that are of a similar 
design to the one that has failed. If you do identify other i^^s which share a similar design, please advise us 
immediately so we can consider what steps are neces^i^^lTiitigate the risk of a similar failure. If you are certain 
that there are no other vehicles that might be at risW|^^re, please confirm this and please explain the timing of 
the CAD file creation in relation to the issuing of on 16 June 2016. 

I am sure you understand the need for a response to this email with urgency and I look forward to your reply as 
early as possible tomorrow 6 September 201^^^ 

Regards, 

Brian Sara ^ 

Manager Vehicles - NZ Transport 

DDI64 4 901 6712 Ml 


From: Peter Wastney (PWE) 

Sent: Tuesday, 5 Septembi 
To: Brian Sara 
Subject: RE: Requesbfey files - Urgent 



:Deter(a)Dwe.co.nz1 

7 10:08 a.m. 



No, this was a one ( 

Regards, ^ 

Peter Wastney^^^ 

From: Bri^i^^ra f mailto:Brian.Sara@nzta.Qovt.nz] 
Sent: T^^ii^, 5 September 2017 9:04 a.m. 

To: Pe^'V/astney fDeter@Dwe.co.nzJ 
Sul^d^^f^/V: Request for files - Urgent 

lilQl^ftince: High 
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Hello Peter 


Copied below is one of the questions that was included in the formal letter requesting files that was delivered 
on Friday 1 September 2017 and also raised in the email below: 


Additionally: All documents pertaining to any other vehicles, irrespective of make and model that have be' 
by you, involving the same or similar designs and specifications for drawbeams and/or crane mounting 




Email: Also can you please advise if you have issued certification to NZS5446 for any other drawbearns the same or 
s^imilar to this vehicle. 

Can you please respond to this question urgently? 


Regards, 

Brian Sara 

Manager Vehicles - NZ Transport Agency 
DDI64 4 901 6712 M| 

From: Brian Sara 

/ Sent: Monday, 4 September 2017 4:49 p.m. 
' fo: ’peter@pwe.co.nz' 

Subject: RE: Request for files - Urgent 

Hello Peter 

Thanks for sending these through. 

Regards, 

Brian Sara 

Manager Vehicles - NZ Transport Agency 
DDI64 4 901 6712 M| 


/ 


S' 
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From: Peter Wastney (PWE) rmailto:peter@pwe.< 
Sent: Monday, 4 September 2017 3:39 p.m. 

To: Brian Sara 

Subject: RE: Request for files - Urgent 

—. . 

Sent: Friday, 1 September 2017j 
To: Peter Wastney fDeter@pvyfl,^ 

Subject: Request for files 


d 




p.m. 


Hello Peter 

Further to ourtelei 
your address toda 





iscussion where we lost reception, attached is a copy of the letter that was delivered to 


I want to conflFA^r clarity that in addition to original hard copies we want a full electronic copy of the drawing- 
analysis filesy Wiatever the original format that it was produced, i.e AutoCAD, Solid Works, etc included. These are 
for the e^ra^iftion of the Drawbeam LT400 554622, Crane Mounting LT400 554623 & Load Anchors LT400 550344. 

Alsp caV^a^u please advise if you have issued certification to NZS5446 for any other drawbeams the same or similar 
tijkthis vehicle. 
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will arrange for somebody to call on Monday to pick these up. Can you please contact me by 10:00 am on Monday 


I 

4 September 2017 to confirm you have these available 
Regards, 

Brian Sara / Manager Vehicles 
Customer Design & Delivery Croup 

DDt 64 4 901 6712 M | 

E brian.sara@nzta.govt.nz / W nztcLgovt.nz 

Chews Lane Precinct, SO Victoria St 
Private Bag 6995, Wellington 6141, New Zealand 


% 
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Find the latest transport news, inifermatjon, and advice on our website: 
www.nzta.Qovt.nz 



This email is only intended to be read by the named recipient."'Iffliay contain ii 
proprietary or the subject of legal privilege. If you are not the intended-re.qipiei 
not use any information contained in it. Legal privilege is not waived becaiisi 


jn which is confidential, 
lust delete this email and may 
“lave read this email. 
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on 
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nt. It may contain information which is confidential, 

(t the intended recipient you must delete this email and may 
Fs'notjwaived because you have read this email. 






"^ind the latest transport news, inform atiiSi^W advice on our website: 
www.nzta.Qovt.nz 
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proprietary or the subject of leg? 
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Tom Logan 


Peter Wastney (PWE) <peter@pwe.co.nz> 
Tuesday, 12 December 2017 3:29 p.m. 
Tom Logan 

RE: LT400 554622 questions 


No, I cannot explain this apparent contradiction. My comment were based on the premise that noi^fi^cfexample of 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


this design was in current use. 
Regards, 


Peter Wastney 
Peter Wastney Engineering 
224 Wakapuaka Road, RD1 
Nelson 7071 

64 3 545 0848 
peter@pwe.co.nz 

www.pwe.co.n 2 


From: Tom Logan [mailto:Tom.Logan@nzta.govt.nz] 
Sent: Tuesday, 12 December 2017 2:08 p.m. 

To: peter®pwe.co.nz 
Cc: Brian Sara 

Subject: RE: LT400 554622 questions 
Hi Peter, 

1 am concerned about an apparent contradiction in r^e^i 
certification of the drawbeam used on JWN197 that 




your answers to questions relating to the design 
" 17 August 2017. 


On 5 September 2017 Brian Sara asked you "A/^^!ha^u please advise if you have issued certification to 
NZS5446 for any other drawbeams the same or^milr to this vehicle" and you replied "No, diis was a one off 
only" ^ 


dates of the SolidWorks files: "You have advised that "this was 
ertification to NZS5446 for any other drawbeams the same or 
th'e CAD file you provided (see clip below) was created on Thursday 
ion was "CAD file was created in 2014, but not used because I had 


Again on 5 September 2017 Brian pointed oi 
a one off only" when asked if "you have 
similar to this vehicle." We have notei 
29 May 2014 at 2:26:43 pm." Your expl 
concerns for it then." 

Below you state "In 2014, a drajNxyi^ model was developed for an application, mounting inside the Chassis rails 
in a very compact situation. It i^tto^atory to save the model before carrying out stress analysis, if the model is 
unsaved, then an arbitrary sava^^ Is created by the programme. If analysis shows a weakness in design, the 
model is modified, and the a(^i^s is re run. In this particular case. It was decided that the mode! could not be 
modified to meet required It^icg, so an alternative design was made up from scratch" 


oi^Jra i 


^an explanation for this apparent contradiction. 


It is now apparent tha^ou nTd in fact certify this design on two other vehicles (the same component relocated) 
which does not give u^iwfidence that this design, or similar, has not been used on even more vehicles. Your 
statement that it wa^Vot^sed in 2014 is incorrect. 

Can you please lyow^a 

Regards, 

Tom. 



:er Wastney (PWE) rmailto:peter@pwe.co.nz1 
^ Monday, 11 December 2017 6:04 p.m. 


1 











To: Tom Logan 

Subject: RE: LT400 554622 questions 

The design was used on Both^^^^fcnd I 
vehicle has been fitted wiSth this design 

Regards, 

Peter Wastney 
Peter Wastney Engineering 
224 Wakapuaka Road, RD 1 
Nelson 7071 

64 3 545 0848 
peter@pwe.co.nz 

www.pwe.co.nz 


but has since been replaced on both of these vehicles. No o^A . 

i 
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From: Tom Logan rmailto:Tom.Loaan@nzta.qovt.nz1 
Sent: Monday, 11 December 2017 3:52 p.m. 

To: Deter@pwe.co.nz 
Subject: RE: LT400 554622 questions 

Hi Peter, 

You have previously confirmed to us that the design of the drawbean^^mj^iled on JWN197 in August 2017 was a 
one-off design, and that the CAD file was developed in May 20104 bufS^^used as the analysis showed that the 
design failed to meet the requirements of the standard. 4 ^^ 

vS 

However it appears that this desigr^as in fact certified by yoo on zS^May 2014 for use on this 

drawbeam was then moved to flHHand certified by you on 5^anuary 2016. The SolidW orks mod el from LT400 
554622 (JWN197) is identical in detail (except for mountingsJf^b^e one on LT400 538266 which is 

reported as having failed at a similar fatigue age. * 


Can you please clarify this for us and advise if this d£ 
appears that you may have been mistaken about it 

O' 


Fsimilar, has been used on any other vehicles as it 
, one-off. 


Thanks and regards, 
Tom. 


Peter Wastney (PWE) rmailto:f^ter^we.co.nz1 

ilVjDTm. 


From 

Sent: Tuesday, 26 September 2017 3^ 
To: Tom Logan 

Subject: RE: LT400 554622 qu( 


V^de 


Background 

In 2014, a drawbeam modelVj^developed for an application, mounting inside the Chassis rails in a very compact 
situation. It is mandat^ t?S«ve the model before carrying out stress analysis, if the model is unsaved, then an 
arbitrary saved file is (Rioted by the programme. If analysis shows a weakness in design, the model is modified, and 
the analysis is re run„tfKMs particular case, it was decided that the model could not be modified to meet required 
loading, so an alterA|U)^e design was made up from scratch. In such cases, the saved file is overwritten, but for some 
reason this was i^^^^ne in this case, an unsatisfactory design remained on file, together with analysis to match the 
loading of a 30'^BaJrte towing connection. 

Inspections^ sj 

I was in^TB^^y^uth on IZ*** May, 2016, when the deck framework had been built. The photos in the subsequent 
Load An^mge certificate were taken at this time. Aratuna Freighters expressed a desire for a drawbeam that 
woi^ R|Q{;Ride the Chassis rails for this vehicle, and as a result I sent details of several different models from my 
fil«JW»*hout realising it, I forwarded the failed design amongst these, I did not examine the stress analysis at that 
tirnex 
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1 was next in Greymouth on 1** June, 2016, at this time crane mount and drawbeam were incomplete. 


Drawbeam and Crane mount certificates were issued on 16*'’ June 2016, the photos used in those certificates were 


taken at 5:30 pm on 15 June, I was not in Greymouth that day. 

I was next in Greymouth for final inspection on 23’** June, 2016, and would have inspected this vehicle in the yird 
Aratuna freighters. I did not notice the cut-out or missing extended gussets, these would have been obscure<£5y<TO 
chassis spacers over the crane bolts at that time. I did not notice the incorrectly seated washers, they wouw£|w 
been hard up inside the lower drawbeam member. The specification for the hole spacing referred to the ofeta^e 
from the chassis flange, rather than the mounting plate. In particular, the 12mm diameter hole would ffe^been a 
factory hole in the chassis that was picked up because it was there. These factors may have hasten^the 
catastrophic failure of this drawbeam, but did not cause it. The cause was in faulty design. 

FEA Analysis 

If the requirement for analytical analysis was replaced by a requirement to conduct a laboratoIvT^Sfr, then a means 
of restraint would need to be spelled out. For example, it would need to be stated that the chasSf be attached to a 
cradle, supported at its suspension mounts, and load applied to the drawbeam. Similar restfSrii^ts are needed for 
analytical analysis, but NZS 5446 is silent on how these are to be selected. Obviously diffep^ assumptions are going 
to give different results, but I contend that either allowing flexure of the Chassis railSk ofc,Ja^ng these as rigid has and 
can provide robust Drawbeam designs for New Zealand conditions. x>r 




Mesh size was chosen as default by the programme for high quality meshing, I woiifl^v^Tiy use draft quality as 
preliminary analysis. I could have manually selected a smaller mesh size, but geo^rfU/when this is done, results are 
very similar. jnJ'* 

The only way a design difference between model and drawing can occur is iMTOjJrawing was prepared and printed 
with subsequent modification of the model. If the drawing was opened siil»see^jent to change in the model, it would 
reflect these changes. 

When the analysis was run for this particular drawbeam, they were ra«^^rom the earlier file, without the critical 
evaluation of the results that were warranted. Earlier analysis shoi/^^k,Jbat this design failed to meet the 
requirements of the standard, the same should have been picked up^ this analysis, but was not. 

The Motochek data for Nissan ^^^Bvas for a completely difmhajjt job, and was misfiled 



Regards, 


Peter Waw^ 

Peter Wastney 
Peter Wastney Engineering 
224 Wakapuaka Road, RD1 
Nelson 7071 

64 3 545 0848 
peter@pwe.co.nz 
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We have received the attached report on your certification LT400 number 554622 (your file reference 5775- 
18877) - a drawbeam certification on an Iveco truck. I would appreciate any explanation or comments on the 
findings of this report, by the end of business on the 6**’ of October 2017 at the latest, so that we can take those 
into consideration for our investigation. 


In particular I would appreciate comments on the following points raised in the report and/or noted from 
certification file provided: 




jrr^te 


Did you carry out a final inspection with the drawbeam installed, and if so 

o why you certified the drawbeam when there were washers not seating correctly due 
interference on the weld ^ 

o Why you certified the drawbeam when mounting holes were closer to the edge thgJS^mj^cified 
o Why you certified the drawbeam when the design was different to the one analy^,^eg a 10mm 
cut-out and no extended rear gussets 
With regards to your FEA analysis, 

o what was the basis of the boundary conditions chosen and how does that corr^te to the real- 
world situation 

o what was the basis for your choice of mesh size for the analysis 
o why is there a design difference between the drawing and FEA model ' 

o why, when the material yield strength is identified as 220.6MPa, yo\i^^ 
showing areas of stress over 280MPa 

Why IS there Motochek information for a 2008 Nissan truck, license plate/fltoft 
certification file for an Iveco truck license number 3WN197 


Regards, 

Tom. 


Tom Logan ' Senior Advisor 
Technical Services 

E tom.loqan@nzta.aovt.nz / W nzta.aovt.nz 


National Office / Victoria Arcade, 50 Victoria Street, 
Private Bag 6995, Wellington 6141, New Zealand 
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